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DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, 
BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


MONDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 1955 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Boulder City, Nev. 

The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Repre- 
sentatives, convened in Boulder City, Nev., at the hour of 10 o’clock 
in the morning, Congressman Aspinall (chairman) presiding. 

Chairman AspInALL. This subcommittee of the full Committee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation, Interior and Insular Affairs, House of 
Representatives of the 84th Congress will now be in session for the 
consideration of H. R. 2890, introduced in the House of Representa- 
tives by our colleague, the Honorable Clifton Young, Congressman 
from the State of Nevada. 

Let the record show that in addition to the chairman of the sub- 
committee, there are present at this hearing in Boulder City, Nev., 
the Honorable B. F. Sisk, Congressman of the 12th District of the 
State of California, the Honorable Stuart Udall, Congressman of the 
Second District, State of Arizona, the Honorable Clifton Young, 
Congressman of the First District of Nevada, which means the whole 
State of Nevada, and the Honorable Craig Hosmer, Congressman of 
the 18th District of the State of California. In addition to the Con- 
gressmen, there is present with the committee at this hearing Mr. 
Sidney L. McFarland, civil engineer and consultant of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

May I say to the people of this area, speaking in behalf of the com- 
mittee, this committee is pleased to be in Boulder City at this time 
for this hearing. The committee has been on committee trips since 
the 24th of October, meeting in Lincoln, Nebr. with the National 
Reclamation Association, leaving on the last day of that meeting, 
the 26th of October, and going into western Nebraska, eastern Wyo- 
ming, southern Idaho, eastern Oregon, the Hells Canyon area, eastern 
Washington, northern Oregon, southern Oregon, northern California, 
western Nevada, the central part of California and we are ending our 
committee labors with this hearing today. It has been a very enjoy- 
able trip and a rather strenuous one. The chairman has been fortu- 
nate to have the engineering consultant with him during the trip and 
has been met by many members of the committee at different places 
along the trip. 

This subcommittee is peculiar in that all the members of the full 
committee on Interior and Insular Affairs are members of the sub- 
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committee. It is a committee that studies the natural resources of 
the continental United States and the human and natural resources 
of the offshore areas, a committee which is very important to the 
reclamation West. 

I am pleased at this time to call upon the host Congressman for 
any remarks he may wish to make. 

r. Youna. I would like to reserve the right to insert a statement 
in the record. 

Chairman AspINa.u. It is so ordered. 

Mr. Youna. I would like to express the appreciation of the people 
of the State of Nevada to the committee and to the chairman for 
his able job as chairman of this subcommittee during the recent 
travels that have been made throughout the western part of our 
country. Last week he was chairman of a committee in Reno on 
investigating the Washoe project and did a very able job. I appre- 
ciate the members of the committee coming into Boulder City. I 
know how busy the members are and I also know that one of them 
has interrupted a vacation to appear at the Boulder City hearing. 

Chairman Asprnatyt. May I say that the chairman is indeed 

leased to have the members here, especially the two who have made 
it a part of their activities to come in overnight and this morning. 

There will be no photographs taken while the committee is in session. 
That is one of the rules of the full committee; so, if there is any desire 
to take pictures, please notify the chairman and a recess will be called. 
The time of the hearing will be from 10 o’clock this morning until 12 
noon and from 1:30 this afternoon until we finish. The hearings on 
this legislation will be continued in Washington, D. C., at the con- 
venience of the committee, and if there is any work left undone from 
this hearing, it will be finished there. Also, the bill will be finally 
written up in Washington, D. C. 

Unless there is an objection the executive communication under 
date of January 18, 1955, signed by the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl, 
Secretary of the Interior, addressed to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives will be made a part of the record at this point in 
the hearing. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is this the one that contains the report of the legal 
opinion of the Department solicitor? 

Chairman Aspinauu. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. I have no objection. 

Chairman AspINALL. Hearing no objection, it isso ordered. Unless 
there is some objection, the proposed draft which is a copy of the bill 
together with certain statistical data will be made a part of the 
record at this part of the hearing. Hearing no objections, it is 
so ordered. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 18, 1955. 


Hon. Sam RayYBuRN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Speaker: Enclosed is a draft of bill (marked Enclosure A) 
which is entitled ‘‘A bill to provide for the disposal of certain Federal property in 
the Boulder City area, to provide assistance in the establishment of a municipality 
incorporated under the laws of Nevada, and for other purposes.” 
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I recommend that this draft of bill be referred to the appropriate committee for 
consideration and that legislation be enacted along the lines of that here proposed. 

Since 1931 Boulder City has been the operating headquarters for the construc- 
tion and later the operation of the Hoover Dam and powerplant of the Boulder 
Canyon project. Subsequently other Federal activities have been established in 
Boulder City; namely, headquarters of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation 
(including the Office of River Control), the National Park Service, and the Bureau 
of Mines. At present Boulder City is a town of approximately 4,000 inhabitants. 
Latest figures show that living there now are about 600 Federal employees and 
150 employees of the city of Los Angeles and the Southern California Edison Co., 
the agents of the United States for the operation of the Hoover Dam powerplant. 
In addition there are approximately 575 business and professional people living 
in the community and well over 1,000 children attending the public schools. 

The state of development of Boulder City has for some time been such that 
responsibility for local functions could be assumed at the local level. Accord- 
ingly, the proposed legislation has for its broad objective as complete a separation 
of Boulder City from the Federal Government as conditions will permit. 

Briefly and generally, the proposed bill would— 

1. Authorize the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of dwellings, facilities, 
and lands within the municipal area not needed in the administration, operation, 
and maintenance of Federal activities. This would mean the sale of approxi- 
mately 250 Government-owned houses and the offsite disposal of some 100 sub- 
standard temporary dwellings. Disposal would also be made of 675 residential 
leased lots on which privately owned houses are located and the land with respect 
to which 115 commercial leases have been granted. 

2. Open the way for the establishiment of an incorporated municipality by 
making it possible for the municipality to have the assets and facilities necessary 
for an adequate community. 

Those properties which are to be retained by the United States after the dis- 
posals contemplated in connection with (1) and (2) above are indicated on 
enclosure B. 

The sale of Government dwellings, including the lands on which they are situ- 
ated, not needed in connection with Federal activities, would, under the proposed 
bill, be accomplished as follows: Persons employed by the Federal Government in 
the Boulder City area would have first priority to purchase the dwellings in which 
they reside at their appraised values, as determined by appraisers designated by 
the Administrator of Housing and Home Finance Agency. Any dwelling not then 
disposed of would be offered for sale to the highest responsible bidder (but at not 
less than appraised value) among persons employed by the Federal Government 
in the Boulder City area. Dwellings not disposed of under the first two priorities 
would be offered for general public sale to the highest responsible bidder. Pur- 
chasers under the first and second priorities would be entitled to a reduction of 
10 percent of the appraised value, provided that incorporation of the municipality 
should have been effected before July 1, 1957. The purpose of this discount is 
to encourage early incorporation, thus bringing about separation of the city from 
the project and establishment of a self-government community without undue 
delay. It is to be noted that the proposed bill amends paragraph 3 of subsec- 
tion 223 (a) of the National Housing Act to authorize, in connection with the pur- 
chase of the Federal housing in Boulder City, Federal mortgage insurance of a 
principal obligation not exceeding 90 percent of the appraised value. 

The proposed bill also provides that upon incorporation title to lands within 
the Boulder City municipal area which are either unoccupied or subject to any 
existing leases granted by the United States shall be transferred to the munici- 
pality without cost. Attached is a map marked ‘‘Enclosure C’”’ which shows the 
lands to be included in the proposed Boulder City municipal area. The leases 
would then be administered by the incorporated community; or, if the holders of 
those leases should elect to purchase the leased lands, they would be able to do so 
at the appraised value after the date of incorporation of the municipality. The 
same 10 percent reduction in the event of prompt incorporation afforded to pur- 
chasers of the Government-owned housing would be offered to the purchasers of 
the leased lands. 

With respect to the matter of the establishment of a self-supporting munici- 
pality, it must be emphasized that Boulder City is not a normal community in 
numerous respects. No community having to exist on its own resources from its 
inception would have been developed in a location requiring the lifting of water 
some 1,400 feet through high-pressure lines for a distance of approximately 
7 miles, particularly in a climate of extreme temperatures and dryness where the 
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water demand for air conditioning and the growing of lawns and trees is abnormally 
high. Another problem is the limited availability of tax revenues. Such busi- 
nesses as are established in Boulder City are relatively snall, existing primarily 
to serve the permanent population, and the community bas no private industrial 
or agricultural base from which to derive tax revenues. Furthermore, because of 
the tax-rate limitation in the Nevada State constitution, the municipality, on 
incorporation under the proposed legislation, could probably expect at most about 
$62,000 from real-estate and personal property taxes. Municipal sales or income 
taxes are not authorized under State law. It should be noted also that in spite of 
the large flow of tourists through the city, their contribution to Boulder City 
revenues is relatively small. 

Enclosed is a tabulation (marked “Enclosure D’’) showing estimated annual 
revenues to the municipality after incorporation from all sources. These revenues 
amount to approximately $453,000 a year. 

Enclosure D also includes a tabulation which shows the estimated annual 
opening expenses for Boulder City after incorporation. The total shown in this 
tabulation is $507,200, which covers all phases of municipal operation except the 
cost of supplying water to the Boulder Eity storage tanks. The cost of filtering, 
treating, and distributing water is, however, included in the estimated annual 
operating expenses, 

It is entirely proper that both the allottees and the United States should 
contribute in some measure to the needs of a municipality which was established 
and continues to exist largely because of their requirements. As has been 
mentioned heretofore, Boulder City is subject to much extremely dry and hot 
weather; and, because of its high elevation above Lake Mead the cost of pumping 
an adequate supply of water to the city is abnormally great. Also, Boulder City 
is essentially a residential community without adequate revenue sources. The 
cost of supplying filtered and treated water to the Boulder City storage tanks for 
fiscal year 1954 was $140,000, of which approximately $40,000 represents the 
actual cost of filtration and treatment. Under the proposed bill, the cost of supply- 
ing water to the Boulder City storage tanks would continue to be borne by the 
United States and the allottees. This cost would be limited under the bill to a 
maximum of $100,000 annually, inasmuch as the municipality would be required 
to assume the cost of filtration and treatment. The cost of distribution of water 
throughout the city and all other continuing related municipal expenses would 
also be assumed by the municipality. 

Consideration of matters relating to Boulder City’s finances should appro- 
priately be done against the background of present required procedure. Prior 
to 1948 the power allottees alone were assuming the full cost of amortization of 
Boulder City’s accumulative investment costs as well as its annual operating 
deficits. However, as has been stated, the Government is involved in a number 
of important undertakings in Boulder City not directly related to operation of the 
project. It employs in those undertakings almost as many persons as are employed 
by the United States and the operating agents together in direct connection with 
project operations. To meet this situation a provision was included in the 1949 
Interior Department Appropriation Act (Public Law 841, 80th Cong., 62 Stat. 
1112, 1130) which required the Secretary to relieve the power allottees from such 
portion of Boulder City’s investment costs and operating expenses as was not 
directly related to the project. The proposed bill would continue the principle 
of cost sharing embodied in the aforesaid appropriation act provision in the 
manner and to the extent described herein in other paragraphs. Since the proposed 
bill would supersede the 1949 appropriation act provision, and an identical 
provision in the 1950 Interior Department Appropriation Act, both provisions of 
law would be expressly repealed. 

Parts of the municipal facilities, such as the sewerage system, the water distri- 
bution system, and the paved streets, have now been in use for over 20 years; 
and much needed maintenance has been deferred. As shown in enclosure E, 
$245,000 would be required for these purposes. This amount would be set aside 
in a special fund from the proceeds of sales of Federal property in the city. Ex- 
penditures for the above purposes would be subject to appropriation by Congress; 
however, funds to meet expenses incident to the disposal of the property would 
be available without further appropriation. The remainder of the proceeds would 
then be allocated equitably between the power allottees and the United States. 
The results of a preliminary appraisal indicate that the sales of the Federal 
housing might return as much as $2 million. 

It should be explained that the term “substandard” used in the proposed bill 
with respect to certain housing to be sold for off-site use only is intended to com- 
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prise that group of houses in Boulder City now designated as ‘‘demountable,” 
“‘portable,”’ or ‘‘Vancouver” houses. It should likewise be explained that it is 
intended that the precise point of delivery at the Boulder City substation of 
electrical energy for the municipality will be the bus side of the low-voltage 
circuit breaker. 

The proposed legislation has been revised to accord with the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget expressed in enclosure F, which states that subject to its 
recommended revisions the Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to 
the submission of the proposed legislation to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDARBL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


ENCLOSURE A 


A BILL To provide for the disposal of certain Federal property in the Boulder City area, to provide 
assistance in the establishment of a municipality incorporated under the laws of Nevada, and for other 


purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senute and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That it is the purpose of this Act to authorize the 
disposal of certain Federal property in that area in Clark County in the State of 
Nevada commonly known as Boulder City, now a part of the Boulder Canyon 
Project, in order that the people of that area may en‘oy local self-government and 
to facilitate the establishment by them of a municipal corporation under the laws 
of the State of Nevada. 

Sec. 2. Wherever the following terms are used in this Act, they shall be inter- 
preted as follows: 

(a) “Adjustment Act’’ shall mean the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment 
Act (54 Stat. 774); 

(b) ‘Appraised value” shall be current fair market value; 

(c) "Boulder City municipal area” shall consist of ane include the tract of land 
particularly described as follows: 

“Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, S4N%, 8% Section 1; Lots 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, SE44NE, 
ESE Section 2; Lots 1, 4, 5, 8, EXE Section 11; all sections 12 and 13; Lots 
1, 4, 5, 8, EXE Section 14; Lots 1, 4, 5, NE4%NE Section 23; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 
N4N1s Section 24, Township 23 South, Range 63 East; Lots 8, 9, 10, Section 1; 
all fractional Sections 12, 13, 24, Township 23 South, Range 63% East; S%S% 
Section 28; 84S! Section 29; Lot 12, SE4SW%4, S4%SE% Section 30; Lots 5, 8, 9, 
12, EMW, E% Section 31; all Sections 32 and 33; 8% Section 34; S'%4 Scetion 35, 
Township 22 South, Range 64 East; all Sections 2, 3, 4, 5; Lots 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 
15, 17, S4NE\%, SEYNW4, E“SW, SE Section 6; all Sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, Township 23 South, Range 64 
East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, State of Nevada, containing 14,694.21 
acres, more or less.”’ 

(d) ‘‘Boulder City Municipal Fund” shall mean the fund in the Treasury created 
by section 6 of this Act; 

(e) “City”? shall mean Boulder City, Nevada, prior to its incorporation as a 
municipality under the laws of the State of Nevada; 

(f) “Colorado River Dam Fund” shall mean the special fund in the Treasury 
created by section 2 of the Project Act; 

(g) ‘“‘Department”’ shall mean the Department of the Interior; 

(h) ‘‘Municipal operations” shall mean the financing, operation, maintenance, 
replacement, and expansion of municipal facilities and utilities and other operations 
of a municipal character; 

(i) “Municipality” shall mean Boulder City, Nevada, after its incorporation as 
a municipality under the laws of the State of Ne ada; 

(j) ‘““Persons employed by the United States for purposes other than the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of the Project’ shall mean all persons who 
are so employed and who are resident in the Municipality; 

(k) ‘Persons employed in the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Project”’ shall mean aii persons who are so employed, whether by a Federal agency 
or by an agent designated pursuant to section 9 of the Adjustment Act, and who 
are resident in the Municipality. This term shall not include persons employed 
in municipal operations of the Municipality; 

(1) ‘Project’? shall mean the works authorized by the Project Act to be con- 
structed and owned by the United States, exclusive of the diversion dam, maia 
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canal, and appurtenances mentioned therein, now known as the All-American 
Canal System; 

(m) ‘Project Act’’ shall mean the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057) 

(n) ‘‘Secretary’’ shall mean the Secretary of the Interior. 

Src. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized to sell such dwelling houses, duplex 
houses or units thereof, and garages, with furniture, fixtures, and appurtenances, 
as are owned by the United States within the Boulder City municipal area and are 
not needed in connection with the administration, operation, and maintenance of 
Federal activities located within or near the Boulder City municipal area. 

(b) Except in the case of property determined to be substandard under sub- 
section (c) of this section, the following system of priority shall be established 
with respect to property authorized to be sold under subsection (a) of this section: 

(1) Persons employed by the Federal Government within or near the Boulder 
City municipal area (and surviving spouses of such persons who have not re- 
married) who are tenants in Federal housing in Boulder City shall be offered the 
opportunity to purchase the property in which they are tenants at the appraised 
value as established under subsection (d) of this section. This right of priority 
shall expire unless notice of intent to purchase has been received by the Secretary 
before the expiration of sixty (60) days after the date on which the property has 
been offered for sale, and shall be deemed abandoned unless before the expiration 
of sixty (60) days after the Secretary’s tender of the intsrument of transfer the 
prospective purchaser concludes the sale. 

(2) Persons employed by the Federal Government within or near the Boulder 
City municipal area shall be offered the opportunity to bid upon and to purchase 
housing not purchased under subsection (b) (1) ot this section. The Secretary 
shall sell such property to the highest responsible bidder at not less than the ap- 
praised value. But no person or his spouse shall be entitled to purchase more 
than one house under subsections (b) (1) and (b) (2) of this section. 

(3) Property subject to disposal under this section and not sold pursuant to 
subsections (b) (1) and (b) (2) of this section, shall be opened to bids from the 
general public, and shall be sold to the highest responsible bidder. 

In the event that incorporation of the Municipality shall be effected before 
July 1, 1957, persons purchasing housing under subsections (b) (1) or (b) (2) of 
this section, or their successors, assigns, or legal representatives, shall be entitled 
to a reduction in the purchase price of 10 per centum of said appraised value: 
Provided, That no person who has purchased a house under the Att of May 25, 
1948 (62 Stat. 268), shall be eligible for such reduction. 

(c) Where the Secretary determines that property authorized to be sold under 
subsection (a) of this section is substandard, he shall sell such property only for 
off-site use, such property to be opened to bids from the general public for sale 
to the highest responsible bidder. 

(d) The appraised value of property to be sold under subsections (b) (1) and 
(b) (2) of this section shall be determined from time to time by an appraiser or 
appraisers to be designated by the Administrator of Housing and Home Finance 
Agency at the request of the Secretary. Appraisals under this subsection and 
under section 4 of this Act shall be made by the aforesaid appraiser or appraisers 
only after representatives of the Boulder City community, as determined by the 
Secretary, have been granted an opportunity to offer advice. 

(e) In the sale of property to a tenant under subsection (b) (1) of this section 
the value of structural improvements made at such tenant’s own expense, shall, 
to the extent the aforesaid appraiser or appraisers determine that such improve- 
ments actually enhance the value of the property, be deducted from the appraised 
value of the property to be sold or from the appraised value less 10 per centum 
thereof as the case may be. 

(f) The Secretary is authorized to dispose of such multiple-unit garages, and 
such apartment houses together with furniture, fixtures, and appurtenances, 
including, without being limited to, any appurtenant garages, as are owned by the 
United States within the Boulder City municipal area. Such property shall be 
offered to the general public and sold to the highest responsible bidder. 

(z) (1) Except in the case of property determined to be substandard under 
subsection (c) of this section, the Secretary shall, pursuant to the first proviso 
under the heading “Boulder Canyon Project” in the Interior Department Ap- 
propriation Act, 1941 (54 Stat. 406, 437), lease to the purchasers thereof the lots 
on which structures sold under this section are situated. Any such lease shall be 
executed prior to transfer of title to the purchaser and shall incorporate the 
conditions enumerated in the proviso of section 4 of this Act. 

(2) At the expiration of fiscal year 1961, unless incorporation of the Municipality 
shall previously have been achieved, the Secretary may (A) negotiate the sale to 


DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


en et, AIO st OC Ra 


semerenninenines buses nanan ete 








peasant ain sda hs 


DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 7 


the lessees thereof of all leased lands within the Boulder City municipal area, and 
(B) sell to the highest responsible bidder at not less than the appraised value as 
determined by the Secretary any other lands within the Boulder City municipal 
area not needed for Federal purposes, including the purposes of this Act. 

(h) Except in the case of property determined to be substandard under sub- 
section (c) of this section, the Secretary may sell any structure authorized to be 
sold under this section which is unsold at the time of incorporation of the Munici- 
pality together with the land on which it is situated. Such sales shall be made, 
as near as may be, in accordance with the procedures and the system of priority 
established under subsections (b) (1), (b) (2), (b) (3), and (f) of this section; 
and, where applicable, the appraised value shall be the combined appraised value 
of structure and land. 

(i) In establishing rules and regulations governing sales of property under 
this section and in determining the terms and conditions of such sales, the Secretary 
— consult with representatives of the Boulder City community, as determined 
by him. 

Sec. 4. Upon incorporation of the Municipality, the Secretary shall be author- 
ized to transfer to the Municipality without cost, subject to any existing leases 
granted by the United States, all improved lands within the Boulder City munic- 
ipal area the improvements to which are privately owned and such unimproved 
lands within that area as the Secretary determines are not required in connection 
with the administration, operation, and maintenance of Federal activities located 
within or near the Boulder City municipal area, and to assign to the Municipality 
without cost any leases granted by the United States on such lands: Provided, 
That the Secretary shall, at the request of the lessee thereof, amend any such 
lease to provide (a) that, in the event that the leased property shall be transferred 
to the Municipality pursuant to this section, the holder of any such amended 
lease shall, for a period of two years after the date of incorporation of the Munici- 
pality, be entitled to exercise an option to purchase the leased property at the 
appraised value, to be determined by the appraiser or appraisers designated 
under subsection (3) (d) of this Act, and shall, after the end of the aforesaid 
two-year period and until expiration of the lease, be entitled to exercise an option 
to purchase the leased property at its appraised value as determined by a qualified 
appraiser or appraisers to be appointed by the governing authority of the Munici- 
pality; (b) that all determinations of appraised value with respect to the aforesaid 
property shall be made without reference to improvements on the leased property 
made or acquired at the expense of the current or any former lessee thereof; 
and (c) that, in the event that incorporation of the Municipality shall be effected 
before July 1, 1957, the holder of the amended lease shall be entitled to a reduction 
in the price of any purchase under the aforesaid options of 10 per centum of the 
appraised value. 

Sec. 5. (a) Subject to the provisions of subsection 9 (a) and section 11 of this 
Act, the Secretary shall transfer all activities and functions of a municipal 
character to the Municipality upon its incorporation. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the appropriate school districts 
all right, title, and interest of the United States to all the school buildings and 
related equipment and facilities, and to lands upon which they are situated, owned 
by the United States in the Boulder City municipal area. 

(ec) Upon its incorporation, the Secretary shall transfer to the Municipality, 
subject to the limitation contained in subsection (d) of this section, all real and 
personal property, including, but not limited to, buildings, lands, equipment, 
facilities, works, and utilities, owned by the United States and used primarily in 
the performance of activities and functions to be transferred under subsection (a) 
of this section. 

(d) The Secretary shall determine which contracts to which the United States 
is now a party concern activities and functions to be transferred under subsection 
(a) of this section and are properly assignable to the Municipality. The Secretary 
shall assign such contracts to the Municipality upon its incorporation, and the 
acceptance of such assignment by the Municipality shall be a condition precedent 
to the transfer of property under subsection (¢) of this section. 

Src. 6. (a) There is hereby established in the Treasury a special fund to be 
known as the Boulder City Municipal Fund. All proceeds from the disposal under 
this Act of Federal property lying within the Boulder City municipal area shall 
be deposited in such fund. 

(b) (1) Monies in the Boulder City Municipal Fund are hereby appropriated 
for expenditure at the direction of the Secretary for payment of the expenses of the 
disposal of property under sections 3, 4, and 5 of this Act, including rebates, 
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where appropriate, to vendees of the United States entitled to the special benefit 
provided under section 3 of this Act for attainment of early incorporation of the 
Municipality. 

(2) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from monies in the Boulder 
City Municipal Fund an amount of $245,000 for payment to the Municipality 
for replacement and rehabilitation of municipal facilities and utilities, such 
payment to be diminished by an amount, as estimated by the Secretary, equal 
to the revenues which would otherwise probably have accrued to the United 
States from municipal operations of the City between the date of incorporation 
of the Municipality and the end of the fiscal year in which such date falls. 

(c) Except for such sums as may be required for expenditures under subsection 
(b) (1) of this section, all monies remaining in and accruing to the Boulder City 
Municipal Fund either (1) after the date of incorporation of the Municipality, or 
(2) after the expiration of fiscal year 1961, if such incorporation shall not then 
have been achieved, shall be divided into two parts, as determined by the Secre- 
tary, representing Project and non-Project investments in the property yielding 
the monies deposited in the Boulder City Municipal Fund. Said parts shall be 
covered into the general fund of the Treasury, but the first part shall constitute 
a payment to the Treasury diminishing the obligation under section 2 of the 
Adjustment Act to repay advances and readvances to the Colorado River Dam 
Fund, and the rates computed pursuant to section 1 of said Act shall reflect such 
diminution. 

(d) The Secretary, if he deems it necessary, may arrange for the loan of monies 
from the Colorado River Dam Fund to the Boulder City Municipal Fund in 
order that he may make expenditures pursuant to subsections (b) (1) and (b) (2) 
of this section prior to the receipt of sufficient revenue from the disposal of prop- 
erty under this Act, the loans to be repaid out of such revenue. 

(e) Upon its incorporation, the Secretary shall cause to be paid over to the 
Municipality all unobligated balances from appropriations available for municipal 
operations of the City, less the estimated cost for the remainder of the fiscal year 
after incorporation of furnishing water to the Municipality pursuant to section 9 
of this Act. 

Src. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any component of the rates and charges 
for electrical energy generated at Hoover Dam for amortization of the cost of 
works and improvements on land, including the school buildings and related 
facilities and equipment, within the Boulder City municipal area, transferred to 
non-Federal ownership pursuant to this Act less that part of such cost allocated 
by the Secretary to non-Project purposes pursuant to those portions of the Interior 
Department Appropriations Acts, 1949 and 1950 (62 Stat. 1112, 1130; 63 Stat. 
765, 784) under the headings ‘Colorado River Dam Fund” which, in the case 
ot each statute, follow the first sentence thereof. Effective at the beginning 
of the first full fiscal year after the date of incorporation of the Municipality, if 
achieved before the expiration of fiscal year 1961, the aforesaid provisions of law 
are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 8. From the electrical energy reserved to the United States under article 
four of the ‘‘General Regulations for Generation and Sale of Power in Accordance 
with the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act”’, promulgated by the Secretary 
on May 20, 1941, the Secretary is authorized to deliver, at the Boulder City 
substation, at rates determined on the basis of (a) the Adjustment Act and 
(b) any other costs incurred in connection with such delivery, up to a maximum 
demand of 17,000 kilowatts to the Municipality for its own use or for resale for 
use within the Boulder City municipal area less such capacity as is required by 
the United States for pumping water delivered to the Municipality pursuant to 
section 9 of this Act: Provided, That should the present electrical energy require- 
ments of the Bureau of Mines in Boulder City be substantially curtailed or 
discontinued, the maximum demand for the use of the Municipality may be 
increased at the discretion of the Secretary up to 19,500 kilowatts less such capacity 
as is required by the United States for pumping water delivered to the Municipality 
pursuant to section 9 of this Act. 

Src. 9. (a) Because of its climate and its location with respect to the only 
source of water, Boulder City faces extraordinary difficulties in connection with a 
domestic water supply. In recognition of this fact, the existing water supply 
system from Hoover Dam to, but not including, the Boulder City storage tanks 
shall be retained by the United States and shall be operated and maintained by 
the Secretary in order to supply water to the Municipality at said storage tanks, 
for domestic, industrial, and municipal purposes, at a maximum rate of delivery 
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of 3,650 gallons a minute: Provided, That the cost of supplying such water, to be 
borne as provided in subsection (c) of this section, shall in no event exceed $100,000 
annually: Provided further, That the cost of filtration and treatment of such water 
shall be assumed by the Municipality. Such water shall be supplied to the 
Municipality without charge, but nothing herein shal! be construed to affect the 
charge established for water under the contract for delivery of water between the 
United States and the State of Nevada, dated March 30, 1942, as amended. 
Such delivery shall be subject to the availability of water for use in the State of 
Nevada under the provisions of the Colorado River Compact and the Project 
Act and shall be in accordance with the terms of the aforesaid contract. 

(b) As of the end of each year of Project operation, or fraction thereof, after 
incorporation of the Municipality, the Secretary shall determine the number of 
all persons employed in the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Project and the number of all persons employed by the United States for purposes 
other than the construction, opertion, and maintenance of the project. 

(c) The Secretary shall divide the cost for each year of Project operation, or 
fraction thereof, after the incorporation of the Municipality, of supplying water 
under subsection (a) of this section into two parts. The first such part shall bear 
the same ratio to the second such part as the number of all persons employed in 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project, as determined by 
the Secretary under subsection (b) of this section, bears to the number of all 
persons employed by the United States for purposes other than construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Project, as determined by the Secretary under 
subsection (b) of this section. Notwithstanding the provisions of this subsection, 
the first part as aforesaid shall in no instance exceed 65 per centum of the total 
cost of furnishing water under subsection (a) of this section. Such total cost, 
less a sum equal to part one as aforesaid, shall constitute an amount whereby the 
obligation under section 2 of the Adjustment Act to repay to the Treasury ad- 
vances and readvences to the Colorado River Dam Fund shall be diminished 
annually; and the rates computed pursuant to section 1 of said Act shall reflect 
such diminution. 

(d) If the requirements of the Municipality shall at any time exceed 3,650 
yallons a minute, the Secretary may furnish whatever additional water and what- 
ever additional carrying capacity may be needed. The municipality shall bear 
the full cost of furnishing such additional water; and, before the commencement 
of any construction to provide additional carrying capacity, the Municipality 
shall enter into a repayment contract for the return to the United States of the 
full cost of furnishing such additional carrying capacity over a period of not more 
than 40 vears from the date when the facilities providing such additional carrying 
capacity are placed in service. Interest not exceeding the rate of 3 per centum 
per annum of the unamortized construction costs shall be paid. 

(e) At the end of each period of five vears after the date of incorporation of 
the Municipality, the Secretary shall investigate the need for continuation of all 
or part of the assistance to the Municipality provided under this section and 
shall report his findings and recommendations to the Congress as soon thereafter 
as practicable. 

Sec. 10. In all sales, transfers, and grants of Federal property situated within 
the Boulder City municipal area the Secretary shall attach such conditions of 
use as he may deem reasonable and necessary to preserve those community 
standards consistent with the national use and enjoyment of the Project. Such 
conditions shall include, without being limited to, restrictions against use of the 
property for the manufacture, sale, storage, or distribution of intoxicating liquors, 
or narcotics, or habit-forming drugs, or for gambling, prostitution, lewd or im- 
moral conduct, or for the conduct of any unlawful purpose or undertaking. 
Upon the breach of any such condition by the grantee, his successors, assigns, or 
legai representatives, the instrument of transfer shall become null and void, and 
all right, title, and interest in and to the premises conveyed shall revert to the 
United States. This section, as well as all conditions attached pursuant thereto, 
shall expire at the date of incorporation of the Municipality or at such time as 
the United States may otherwise cease its operation and supervision of Boulder 
City. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary is authorized to enter into contracts with the Munici- 
palitvy whereby either party might undertake to render to the other such services 
in aid of the performance of activities and functions of the Municipality and of 
the Department within or near Boulder City as will in the Secretary’s judgment 
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contribute substantially to the efficiency or economy of the operations of the 
Department. 

Sec. 12. Paragraph (3) of subsection 223 (a) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by inserting after the words ‘Tennessee Valley 
Authority” the words “‘, or of any permanent housing under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior constructed under the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act of December 21, 1928, as amended and supplemented, located within the 
Boulder City municipal area’’. 

Sxc. 13. The provisions of this Act for the disposal of federally owned property 
are to be carried out notwithstanding any other provisions of law: Provided, 
That nothing in this Act shall be deemed to affect any existing right-of-way 
heretofore granted under the provisions of the Project Act or otherwise, or any 
rights reserved to the United States in connection with grants of such rights-of- 
way. 

Sec. 14. This Act shall be a supplement to the Project Act and the Adjustment 
Act, and said Acts shall govern the administration of this Act, except as is other- 
wise herein provided. 

Sec. 15. The Secretary is hereby authorized, subject only to the provisions of 
this Act, to perform such acts, to delegate such authority, and to prescribe such 
rules and regulations and establish such terms and conditions as he may deem 
necessary and proper for the purpose of carrying the provisions of this Act into 
full force and effect. 

Sec. 16. Except as provided in this section and in subsection (g) (2) of section 
3 and subsection (c) of section 6 of this Act, all authority of the Secretary under 
this Act shall terminate at the expiration of fiscal year 1961, unless incorporation 
of the Municipality shall previously have been achieved. 

Sec. 17. The second and third provisos of the penultimate paragraph under the 
heading “Office of Education” in the Departments of Labor and Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 245, 250), are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 18. This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Boulder City Act of 1955.” 


ENcLOsuRE D 


Estimated annual revenues for Boulder City after incorporation 


Real estate and personal property taxes !_...........----.----------- $62, 000 
NaN MII wis icin ite ge Gchibien ten oan ae bs ie Ne on wt ye nals pee ae Ss at 225, 000 
I nr raae Lins va ic oeh tenn nas ee hehe nan ne ene oleate «eee 100, 000 
AUG MO ai aintin ed aii eet LMtin ie Wks Hone REP hee eee h 15, 000 
.  nnseehinantsaneetnntshesienhacnen 15, 000 
Nt ONS Nh aR ca at care esa cai i pos tom Idk te pe oe Fe 1, 000 
IO eta i tatgene an acadcin ards rctcn sens ae oie ae 20, 000 
NS a Sb Sia cht cali aie ti ties cde ga A oh scm se Pe anes ga one de ah se 4, 500 
I ii ee RE RE ean ee eee eee eee ee 5, 000 
Municipal noises Cours... .. ~ a... nn ccm nenccnnccncewnsecccsessesece= 4, 500 
Building, electrical, and plumbing fees - - ..-...--.----------.----.-- 1, 000 

TOG « cininccinonnanthtine taenehngneghebencuneems nnn thee geaine 453, 000 


1 In December 1954, the Clark County assessor gave his estimate of the assessed valuation, for tax pur- 
poses, of all taxable property which it is expected will be privately owned in Boulder City after its incor- 
ration. This figure is $4,975,230. It was based on the assumption that all Government housing in 
oulder City will have been sold to private persons and that all lots on which such housing and other 
privately owned structures are loca will have been purchased from the municipality by the lessees of 
those lots. Because of the tax-rate limitations in the Nevada Constitution, a tax rate of $1.25 per $100 of 
assessed valuation might be expected, on the basis of past tax rates, to be the maximum the municipality 
could impose. it should be noted that if no leased lands were to be purchased from the municipality 
(after their transfer to the municipality under the proposed bill) approximately $80,000 in annual lease 
revenues would flow to the municipality. However, since the proposed bill facilitates the purchase of 
these lands by the lessees thereof, it has been assumed, in preparing the above table, that within a rela- 
tively few years after incorporation virtually all of these lands will have been purchased from the munici- 
Oe Preent income is $78,000. Kates must be raised to provide an additional $22,000 to realize this amount, 
8 This revenue based on placing in effect a sewer rental charge of $1 per sewer connection per month 
Sales, excise, and such taxes are not permitted by State law. 
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Estimated annual operating expenses for Boulder City after incorporation 


] l l | 














| | | Operation ev | 
Department Personnel Salaries | ond main- Capit al | Total 
| } tenance outlay 
naka eccarctea taeda 2 $15, 000 | $1, 400 0} $16, 400 
nn... ses 3 15, 500 | 1 500 $4, 500 | 21, 500 
CI. 56 kG lee cha ice ndeesnmos | 3 14, 000 1, 200 0 15, 200 
Utilities (collection and billing)..........--} 4 14, 000 600 0 14, 600 
a i | 2 7, 700 1, 500 0 9, 200 
City Gabe. ..-.-... eee | 2 9, 500 2, 500 0 | 12, 000 
CRIN cSt bd dn cnn G unt atcchuaes } 2 | 7,600 | 1, 400 0 9, 000 
RNIN Sstsiisisiukit ilss iniclis sielteNeadblnce sAbiaaaie 5 | 21, 600 | 90, 700 15, 000 | 127, 300 
I i sence 6 | 28, 000 | 18, 000 | 2, 100 | 48, 100 
Sanitation and public health_-___-.--____-- 4 | 9,000 | 25, 500 | 5, 500 | 40, 000 
ed 6. Sins sid sa hss aseedts i haa ] §,000 |..... eT 5, 000 
ha ee ll 49, 200 | 4, 000 | 0 |} 53, 200 
Streets, parks, municipal buildings___-_---- 17 60, 500 | 41, 200 | 5, 000 | 106, 700 
po tt 2 peta ee eee i ee asa mais lied ob nnbsbeeeeatee | 4, 000 | | 4, 000 
FICA emergency and contingency funds__|--.---.----- RST ets 25, 000 25, 000 
bo. MRO iach nated aR ce cleo | 62 | 251, 600 | 223, 500 32, 100 | 507, 200 


1 This figure represents the cost of filtration, treatment, and distribution of water. It does not include 
the cost of pumping water from Hoover Dam up to the Boulder City storage tanks. 

2 Fire services are on a contractual basis with the Boulder Canyon project. If this arrangement is dis- 
continued after incorporation, an added estimated expense of $30,000 will be necessary. 





ENCLOSURE E 


Funps NeErcrEssaARY FOR ESSENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS AND REHABILITATION OF 
Bouuper Criry FAaci.ities 


The total estimated cost for making capital improvements and rehabilitation 
amounts to $245,000 and is made up of the following items: 

1. $155,000 for resurfacing existing streets, excluding those streets resurfaced 
in 1950-51. These streets have had no maintenance work since they were con- 
structed 21 years ago, except minor patching. Unless prompt measures are 
adopted to protect the substructure by appropriate resurface treatment, exten- 
sive replacement of street paving at far greater cost than resurfacing will be 
necessary. The method to be employed in this work is in accordance with 
recommendations of the Nevada State highway engineer. Also included is the 
seal coating of streets over a period of 4 years to place all existing streets in good 
condition. New streets or utilities, or other items usually provided by developers 
or builders, are not included in the above cost. Latest analysis as made on 
November 16, 1954, is that complete resurfacing and repairs to ail the existing 
streets in Boulder City over a 5-year period would cost $211,100. The newly 
incorporated municipality would be expected to pay for all such work in excess 
of the $155,000. 

2. Alterations and improvements to existing buildings and structures, $20,000. 
The post office, now occupying the southwest wing of the municipal building, 
has been requested to vacate. It is our intention to convert these quarters into 
a publie library. The present library is in the basement of the municipal build- 
ing and is entirely inadequate and unsuitable for this purpose. Estimated cost 
of reconstruction and additional library equipment, $15,000. The present base- 
ment quarters of the library will be converted to engineering and recreation 
department offices. Estimated cost, $3,500. Equipment will be needed for the 
city council chambers, such as chairs, desks, tables, map racks, easels, ete. 
Estimated cost, $1,500. 

3. Replacement of equipment, $50,000. The following essential equipment 
should be replaced because of obsolescence and high maintenance costs: 


CR CLG atcmtdattebdews icuinusdiaeenmsaks ease $12, 500 
2%-ton line truck with attachments_..........................-.-.- 7, 500 
Spa SORRENTO DORIIIIIING ooo in os ie ced cir atic dane Saiee 30, 000 


This consists of 15 pieces of light motor equipment, including cars 
and station wagons, ranging from 1941 to 1950 models. 











12 


DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


4. Storm drainage structures, $20,000. These installations are necessary to 
carry off the occasional flash-flood waters. At present, during a heavy rain, 
lawns, gardens, and alleys are washed out in certain parts of the city because 
of the lack of these storm drains. 





ENCLOSURE F 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 9, 1954. 
The Honorable the SEcRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: This is in reply to your letter of June 23, 1953, 
transmitting a proposed draft of legislation concerning the disposal of Federal 
property at Boulder City, Nev., and your letter of April 30, 1954, making certain 
revisions to the proposed draft. 

The objectives of the proposed legislation are to assist and encourage the 
residents of the Boulder City area in achieving local self-government under the 
laws of the State of Nevada and to permit the disposal of Federal property no 
longer required in the performance of Federal functions, and thereby provide for 
the transfer to the municipality of those activities of a municipal nature now 
performed by the Federal Government. 

The Bureau of the Budget with the cooperation of staff of your Department 
has caretully reviewed the proposed legislation. Although this Bureau recognizes 
the many complex problems embraced within the proposed legislation, it is 
believed that this is a reasonable measure for adequately providing for the attain- 
ment of the objectives stated above. 

This Bureau has, however, a number of recommendations concerning the 
details of certain provisions of the proposed bill. They have for the most part 
been discussed with members of your staff. In making such recommendations, 
the Bureau ot the Budget is cognizant of the fact that such action as may be taken 
with respect to this measure may establish a precedent for similar proposals with 
respect to other federally operated municipalities. Thus, in reviewing the 
subject draft, consideration has been given to its effect on the recently introduced 
proposals concerning Oak Ridge, Richland, and Coulee, as well as others for which 
no legislation has as yet been proposed. 

It is noted that under section 6 there is proposed the establishment of a Boulder 
City municipal fund for receipt of moneys derived from the sale of property and 
available for expenditure (1) to cover the expenses of such sales and for rebates 
as provided in the bill, (2) for special obligations to which the Secretary may 
determine the United States is subject, and (3) for a capital grant ot $435,100 for 
the rehabilitation and replacement of municipal facilities. 

Because of the special circumstances involved in this bill, the Bureau of the 
Budget considers the establishment of the municipal fund a satisfactory method 
of financing and accounting for the disposal program. However, it is believed 
that the use of this fund without further appropriation should be limited to specific 
purposes covering the cost of disposal including rebates. The provision permitting 
expenditures for other unspecified obligations does not seem justified. If addi- 
tional Federal obligations requiring the expenditure of funds are warranted in the 
future, such expenditures should be specifically authorized and appropriated for 
by the Congress. Similarly, while there would be no objection to the authoriza- 
tion of a capital program, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that expendi- 
tures for such work should also be subject to congressional review and appropria- 
tion. Examination of the justification for the authorization for a $435,100 capital 
program indicates that a substantial portion of this amount would provide for 
future expansion of the city. In this case, it would appear that the Federal re- 
sponsibility should be limited to providing funds for the rehabilitation of facilities 
utilized by the existing community. It is, therefore, suggested that the amount 
to be authorized be reduced to cover only such rehabilitation. 

The draft bill av thorizes delivery of filtered and treated water to the city storage 
facilities at a maximum rate of 3,650 gallons per minute. As indicated in your 
letter of June 23, 1953, unless assistance were provided, the cost of pumping city 
water from the level of Lake Mead some 1,400 feet below the city would place an 
unusual burden upon the residents and would retard the establishment of a self- 
supporting city. This legislation would provide that the cost of pumping be 
borne by both the United States and the power allottees. 
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Inasmuch as a cost of pumping represents a contribution to the operation of 
Boulder City, the maximum amount of the obligation should be specified in the 
bill. It is recommended that the maximum annual cost to the United States and 
the power allottees for water delivery be inserted in section 9 (a) and that the bill 
provide that the municipality would bear all costs in excess of that amount. 

With regard to the cost of water filtration and treatment, it would appear that 
such expenses, which are common to municipalities deriving their water supply 
from sources such as the Colorado River, do not constitute a Federal responsibility. 
Therefore, the assumption of such costs by the Federal Government is not recom- 
mended. 

Section 5 (a) of the draft bill provides that after enactment of the measure the 
Secretary shall specify which activities are to be transferred to the municipality 
upon incorporation. It is suggested that the intent of the subseetion would be 
elarified if the language were modified to provide that all functions of a municipal 
nature shall be transferred to the city subject to the contract provisions in sec- 
tion 11. 

A significant question arises as to the effective life of the legislation in the event 
incorporation does not occur. As submitted, the draft provides that the proceeds 
of the municipal fund be appropriately credited to the power allottees obligation 
and to the United States and returned to the general fund if incorporation does not 
take place within 5 years from the date of enactment. However, no time limita- 
tion is established with reference to the provisions regarding transfer of property or 
functions to the municipality. In the proposed legislation relating to the estab- 
lishment of local self-government at Oak Ridge, Tenn., and Richland, Wash.., 
authority for the transfer of property and functions to the municipalities is granted 
for a period of 5 years from the date of enactment of such legislation. This 
Bureau believes that should the incorporation of Boulder City not take place 
within a similar period of time, this legislation should expire and other means for 
accomplishing the objective be studied. 

It is further suggested that in view of the revisions contained in the recently 
enacted housing bill, the references in section 12 of the draft bill should be cor- 
rected to conform to the proper reference in the new legislation. 

Subject to the revisions recommended above, the Bureau of the Budget would 
have no objection to submission of the proposed legislation to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Row.aNnp Hvuaues, Director. 

Chairman AspiNauu. Unless there is objection, a copy of H. R. 2890, 
which is supposed to be identical to the draft bill accompanying the 
communication will not be made a part of the record, but it will be 
made a part of the file. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair wishes to make note that under date of September 21, 
1953, a hearing was held in Nevada on the legislation which is now 
before this committee, together with other matters which were before 
that committee and has been printed as “Serial No. 9, Hearings Before 
a Special Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 83d Congress, 
Ist Session.” The committee was chairmaned by the Honorable 
Clifton Young, who was accompanied at that hearing by the Honorable 
Sam Yorty, former Congressman from California, the Honorable 
Craig Hosmer, who is here present with us and the Honorable John 
Rhodes. Unless there is objection, the part of serial No. 9 referred to, 
which is pertinent to the legislation now before us, will be made a part 
of the file. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

In today’s hearing the testimony of the witnesses will be to the 
House bill of H. R. 2890, and, if, in your comments, you wish to refer 
to Senate bill 514, as amended, special reference should be made by 
the witness at the time testimony is given. This committee has before 
it both bills. Inasmuch as the bill H. R. 2890 has been introduced 
into Congress by our honorable colleague, Clifton Young, that is the 
bill this committee will study. I suggest that the witnesses take due 
notice of our request and conform to it as much as possible, at least. 
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The first witness to be called before the committee today will be 
Mr. Harold N. Corbin, city manager of Boulder City. Mr. Corbin, 
we are pleased to have you before the committee and shall be glad 
to listen to your testimony. 

Mr. Corsrn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Harold N. Corbin, city manager of Boulder City, Nev. I am em- 
ployed in that capacity as a Federal employee by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to carry out the objective of the Department of the 
Interior, which is to establish Boulder City as a municipality incor- 
porated under the laws of the State of Nevada. I refer you to the 
Secretary of the Interior’s order No. 2650, dated July 27, 1951, 
which established the Boulder City munic ipal office, the advisory 
council, and the position of city manager. A copy of this order is 
attached hereto. 

Before presenting the details of this proposed legislation, which is 
for the purpose of permitting and assisting the community in estab- 
lishing a municipality incorporated under the laws of the State of 
Nevada, I want to bring to your attention three basic factors which 
must be kept constantly in mind in considering this legislation. 

First, the Boulder Canyon project, as an entity of the United 
States Government in Boulder City, carries out the operating activ- 
ities for the dam and powerplant. Side by side with this operation 
capacity, the project also performs the function of trustee for the 
Colorado River dam fund, set up in the United States Treasury for 
the carrying on of the financing relating to the Boulder Canyon proj- 
ect. The economical and efficient operation of this project, as 
required by statute, the general regulations, and the agency contracts, 
must be assured in any legislation affecting the Boulder City area. 

Second, with respect to the matter of the establishment of a self- 
supporting municipality, it must be recognized that Boulder City is 
not a normal community. It came into existence as a community 
to provide, first, for personnel employed on the construction of the 
Boulder Canyon project and, second, for people engaged in the 
operation of the project and other Government establishments sub- 
sequently located in Boulder City. No normal community would 
have developed in a location requiring the lifting of water as much 
as 1,400 feet in a climate of extreme heat and dryness, where the 
water demand is abnormally high. Such businesses as are estab- 
lished in Boulder City are relatively small and exist primarily for 
serving the permanent population. While more than a half million 
tourists annually visit Hoover Dam, with over 2 million visiting the 
entire Lake Mead national recreation area, the preponderant number 
of these people do not stay overnight or shop in Boulder City. Their 
contribution to the city revenues is small. Boulder City does not 
have available any agricultural back country or significant amount of 
usable raw materials for industry, or other hinterland awaiting 
development or service. Other than Government operations, the 
town has no major industries or agricultural base from which to 
derive tax revenues. 

The Nevada State constitution limits the ad valorem tax rate. If 
Boulder City had been incorporated in 1954, the maximum amount 
of property taxes that could have been levied would have been 
approximately $62,000. Based on an estimated operating budget of 
$507,200, this would amount to only 12% percent of the total revenue 
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required. Information from the International City Managers Asso- 
ciation indicates that property taxes comprised 33 percent of gross 
revenues in cities throughout the United States of 5,000 to 10,000 
population. Nevada cities are not permitted to levy sales, income, 
or like taxes. 

It is, therefore, entirely essential that the Boulder Canyon project 
contribute to the municipality which serves its needs. 

Third, the passage of this or any other similar legislation will not 
automatically incorporate Boulder City. Incorporation will be 
achieved only through exercise of the will of the residents of Boulder 
City. It cannot be legislated by Congress. 

I would also like to reemphasize testimony submitted at previous 
hearings. This concerns a serious misconception regarding the owners 
of homes and commercial structures in Boulder City. For some 
reason or other, there is a widespread impression that these owners 
are getting a “free ride.” By that, I mean that these people are not 
paying taxes of any kind on their properties, that all they pay is 
the ground rental charge. Such an idea is entirely wrong. All of 
these improvements are taxed by the State, the county, and the 
schools, and the tax includes the value of the leasehold interest on 
the rented land. 

Here gre some examples of what the average homeowner pays in 
property taxes: 


| } 
State, county, and | 











| 
school taxes 
ie a Rental of | Leasehold oa 
Type of house : ta lond rae Total 
| Year | Amount 
i a = | bi r oe 
4-rsoom frame stmece........-....--...-----5) 1954 | $101. 81 $48 $18. 18 | $167. 98 
PDO IGEN. olcckuweuddccuieacluenceuue | 1954 49. 84 | 60 3.03 | 112. 87 





The following figures are tax amounts paid by two commercial 
property owners: 


State, 
county, Rental of | Leasehold Total 


| 
| 





Year and school | land | tax 
taxes | 
eae 
| 
Ce ee eS ee Ne I $840} $52.12 | “$1, 924. 59 
Diath ciansnknatenanageacdodenonsackedeasanasktaeseae | 585. 46 | 187 | 10. 30 | 782. 76 
} j if 





The proposed legislation should have for its broad objective as com- 
plete a separation of Boulder City from the Federal Government as 
conditions will permit. 

Briefly and generally, the bill will— 

Authorize the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of dwellings, 
facilities, and lands within the municipal area not needed in the ad- 
ministration, operation, and maintenance of Federal activities. This 
will mean the sale of approximately 200 Government-owned houses, 
duplexes and apartments, with the land, and the disposal of some 150 
substandard temporary dwellings. Disposal would also be made of 














16 DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


675 residential leased lots on which privately owned houses are located 
and the land with respect to which 115 commercial leases have been 


granted. — 
2. Provide that the Secretary shall undertake to initiate the reha- 


bilitation of an area of Boulder City known as Lakeview Addition or 


McKeeversville, where people have built homes on Federal land 
without permit or lease from the Government. 

Mr. Chairman, that provision is contained in 8. 514. It is not in 
the bill as introduced in the House. 

3. Open the way for the establishment of an incorporated munici- 
pality by making it possible for the municipality to have the assets 
and facilities necessary for an adequate community. 

The bill also provides that upon incorporation, title to lands om 
the Boulder City municipal area, which are either unoccupied o 
subject to any existing leases granted by the United States, be ie 
ferred to the municipality without cost. The leases would then be 
administered by the incorporated community; or, if the holders of 
those leases should elect to purchase the leased lands, they should be 
able to do so at an appraised value. 

Submitted with this testimony is a tabulation showing estimated 
annual revenues to the municipality from all sources. ‘These revenues 
amount to approximately $453,000 a year. 

Also attached is a tabulation showi ing the estimated annual operating 
expenses for Boulder City after incorporation. The total estimate is 
$507,200 and covers the various phases of municipal operations, in- 
cluding the cost of filtering and treating the water, but not the cost 
of pumping the water from Hoover Dam to the city storage tanks. 
As shown by the tabulations, the estimated income fails to meet the 
estimated operating cost of $54,200 annually. 

The total cost of pumping water to the storage tanks, excluding 
filtering and treating, based on 1954 operating year costs, was $93,100. 
This amount added to the $54,200 operating deficit gives a total of 
$147,300, the major portion of which must be provided from sources 
other than municipal revenues. 

Consideration of matters relating to Boulder City’s finances should 
appropriately be done against the bac ‘kground of present required 
proc ohare: Prior to 1948, the power allottees alone were assuming 
the full cost of amortization of Boulder City’s accumulative invest- 
ment costs, as well as its annual operating deficits. However, the 
Government is involved in a number of important undertakings in 
Boulder City not directly related to operation of the project. It 
employs in those undertakings almost as many persons as are employed 
by the United States and the operating agents together in direct 
connection with project operations. To meet this situation, a provi- 
sion was included in the 1949 Interior Department Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 841, 80th Cong., 62 Stat. 1112, 1130), which required 
the Secretary to relieve the power allottees from such portion of 
Boulder City’s investment costs and operating expenses as was not 
directly related to the project. The bill continues the principle of 
cost sharing embodied in the aforesaid Appropriation Act provision 
in the manner and to the extent described in the ensuing paragraph. 
Since the bill would supersede the 1949 Appropriation Act provision 
and an identical provision in the 1950 Interior Department Appro- 
priation Act, both provisions of law would be expressly repealed. 
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It is entirely proper that both the allottees and the United States 
should contribute in some measure to the needs of a municipality, 
which was established and continues to exist to a large extent, because 
of their requirements. As has been stated heretofore, the primary 
reasons for the difference between costs and revenues are the 
abnormally high cost of furnishing water and the fact that Boulder 
City is essentially a residential community without adequate revenue 
sources. A normal community derives a great deal of its tax revenues 
from industrial or large commercial installations. In the case of 
Boulder City, the United States Government takes the place of such 
a tax producer, but the city, of course, will not be able to assess the 
Government for such revenues. Thus, the bill provides that the power 
allottees and the United States together bear the cost of delivering 
water to the Boulder City storage tanks, which cost is limited to 
$150,000 annually. 

That $150,000 is also in the Senate bill. The House bill calls for 
$100,000. 

Chairman Aspinall. Mr. Corbin, with respect to both references 
you have made, you are referring to Senate bill 514, as amended? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes, sir. 

The assumption of this obligation will enable the city to operate 
without a deficit. The cost of “distributing the water throughout the 
city and all other continuing municipal expenses would be assumed by 
the municipality. 

Parts of the municipal facilities, such as the sewerage system, the 
water-distribution system and the paved streets, have now been in 
use for over 20 years and much needed maintenance has been deferred. 
Furthermore, some extensions of the water mains and the power 
system are necessary. As shown in the attached tabulation, $245,000 
would be required for these purposes. This amount would be set 
aside in a special fund from the proceeds of sales of Federal housing 
in the city. The remainder of the proceeds would then be allocated 
equitably between the power allottees and the United States. 

Senate bill 514 describes the proposed Boulder City municipal area 
as agreed upon by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Boulder Canyon 
project, the National Park Service and the municipal administration. 
The same description appears in the House bill as appears in Senate 
bill 514. However, since these proposed city limits were established, 
it has been determined that a portion of the west city limits boundary 
line should be changed for two reasons: 

First, a tract of land, described as lot 17, section 2, was approved 
for exchange by the Bureau of Reclamation under section 8 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act. The application for exchange was submitted to 
the Bureau of Land Management November 26, 1952. This was 
assigned serial No. Nevada 011749, and is awaiting action by the 
Bureau of Land Management. Purpose of the exchange was to give 
the Bureau of Reclamation title to a tract of land in the same general 
area, which is occupied by the Hoover-Basic South 230-kilovolt trans- 
mission line-Boulder Canyon project. 

As the Bureau of Reclamation is committed to the exchange, and its 
consummation will be to the Bureau’s benefit, it is recommended that 
the Boulder City bill, S. 514, be amended to delete lot 17, section 2, 
T. 235., R. 63 E., M. D. M., from the area proposed to be included 
in the Boulder City boundaries. 
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Chairman Asprnatu. Let the record show that this recommendation 
also goes to H. R. 2890. Correct? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. If I may, I would like to take a few 
minutes to clear that point in the minds of the committee. It 
is something that might bother. This lot 17 mentioned here, 
incidentally 

Chairman AspINAuu. Will you identify the map to which you are 
making reference. 

Mr. Corsrn. This map is an enlargement of the western boundary 
line of the Federal reservation, the Boulder Canyon project. 

Chairman AspInaLu. It was prepared by whom? 

Mr. Corsin. Our Bureau of Reclamation engineers. This is the 
present reclamation reservation boundary on the west side. This 
section here, part of which is shown in red and which is part of the 
Nevada State highway system, and this hatched part, lot 17, are 
included in the bill. The hatched part is proposed to be exchanged 
for this piece of ground over which that 230-kilovolt transmission line 
runs, which is the line from the plant to the basic magnesium plant. 
That is the reason for this exchange of property, this hatched part. 

Chairman Asprnatut. What is the number of the lot? 

Mr. Corsrn. Lots 20 and 21. By an official resurvey made last 
summer lot 17 is now described as lots 20 and 21. The Bureau of 
Land Management has since broken that up into two parts, but the 
Bureau of Land Management takes in both parts. The big map 
shows where that lies. It is right in here. You came by automobile, | 
possibly, and you passed the Railroad Pass Casino on your way in . 
and it is right at that point. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Would you identify, for the sake of the record, 
the map to which you are making reference now. 

Mr. Corsin. This is an enlargement of the Bureau of Reclamation 
map. The number bas been cut off. 

ComMITTEE NoTE.—The enlarged map to which Mr. Corbin refers 
was not submitted for the record. 

Mr. Youna. This is a private exchange, a private party owns the 
area which is now being sought for transmission right-of-way? 

Mr. Corsrn. That is right. This is patented land. That indi- . 
vidual has agreed to exchange that for this. | 

Mr. Youna. Which is adjacent to the existing highway; is that . 
correct? 

Mr. Corpin. That is correct. 

Mr. Youna. Does that include part of the pink area? | 

Mr. Corstin. The pink area actually belongs to the State highway \ 
department now. They have acquired that. 

Mr. Youna. This private individual will only get that hatched : 
part? 

Mr. Corsrn. Yes. | 

Mr. Younac. How many acres are there? 

Mr. Corsin. About 5 acres and this involves something over 7 
acres. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Who is the private party? 

Mr. Corsrn. A man by the name of Klinger. 

Chairman AspINALL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Corsrn. Second, the proposed western city boundary is 
contiguous with the Lake Mead National Recreation Area boundary, 
which is also the original Boulder Canyon Project Reservation 
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boundary. This encompasses a section of United States Highway 95, 
which at the time the proposed city boundary was established, was 
assumed to be outside of the recreation area. This evidently was 
the case when the recreation area boundary was established years 
ago, but subsequent realinement of the highway has brought it just 
within the area. 

The ‘‘city administration” is quite concerned about this matter, 
as it means that upon incorporation of Boulder City, it will assume 
the responsibility of policing this section of highway, which will be 
some 4 to 8 miles from the developed area. There will be no advant age 
or benefit whatever to the city in having this highway within its 
area, and it will require additional personnel and equipment for the 
city police department. 

In order to relieve the incorporated city of this responsibility and 
expense, it is rec ommended that the description of the “Boulder City 
municipal area” as contained in S. 514 be amended by adding the 
following delineation of the western city boundary, whic h will diminish 
the area of lots 1, 4, 5, 8, section 11, and lots 1, 4, 5, 8, section 14 
(see map attached): 

Beginning at the point of intersection of the east side of the right-of-way of 
Highway 95 with the original west boundary of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Reservation, this beginning point being located 2,315 feet north of corner No. 2, 
the southwest corner of the said reservation. 

Thence with the east side of the right-of-way of Highway 95, as defined by 
State highway map, project No. 006-1, (1), nerth 9°40’ east 2,156 feet, to a point 
of curve bearing toward the west. 

Thence with the curve, with a central angle of 13°06’, and a radius of 5,200 
feet, for a curve distance of 1,188.92 feet to a point of tangency. 

Thence north 3°26’ west for a tangent distance of 4,979.48 feet to a point of 
curve bearing toward the east. 

Thence with the curve, with a central angle of 19° and a radius of 1,800 feet for a 
curve distance of 596.98 feet to a point of tangency. 

Thence north 15°34’ east for a tangent distance of 563.22 feet to a point of curve 
bearing toward the west. 

Thence with the curve, with a central angle of 21°22’20”’ and a radius of 2,200 
feet for a curve distance of 820.63 feet to a highway monument marking the inter- 
section of the east side of the right or way of Highway 95 with the south side of 
the right-of-way of Highway 93-466 leading to Boulder City. 

Thence with the south side or the right-of-way of Highway 93-466, as it curves 
in a southeasterly direction with a central angle uf 4°11'10’’ and a radius of 3,700 
feet for a curve distance ot 270.32 feet to a point on a north and south sixteenth 
section line dividing the east half of sec. 2, T. 23 8., R. 63 E., Mount Diablo 
meridian. 

Thence with the said sixteenth section line north 0°05’ east, crossing the right- 
of-way of Highway 93-466, 572.26 feet to the south corner of lot 20, sec. 2, T. 23 
8., R. 63 E., this corner being on the proposed western boundary of the Boulder 
City municipality. ' 

The two small areas between. the west line of the highway and the 
recreation area boundary could‘be transferred to the State highway 
system. 

A further amendment in the “Boulder City municipal area’”’ de- 
scription is necessary to correct the stated acreage involved. 5S. 514 
indicates a total of 14,694.21 acres, more or less. This figure should 
be changed to 21, 693.51 acres, more or less. 

Chairman Asprnauu. At this time, unless there is objection, all of 
the statement will be made a part of the record as if read, even though 
the witness may have left some of it out for the sake of time. Hearing 
no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Corsin. Expansion of the city is at a standstill. Every vacant 
residential lot that can be served by the existing electrical, water, and 











20) DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


sewer systems is under lease. There are many applications on file for 
commercial and residential lots. Leases for residential lots are being 
issued as rapidly as lots are available through the removal of sub- 
standard housing. The city does not and cannot go into the business 
of subdividing land. However, there are contractors and subdividers 
who have indicated their interest in developing subdivisions in Boulder 
City, if the city will extend the public utilities to the sites. Lack of 
funds prohibits these extensions. 

For additional and more detailed information on the historical, 
financial and economic aspects of Boulder City, I refer you to $ Senate 
Document No. 196, 81st Congress, entitled “Boulder City, Nev., A 
Federal Municipality,” complied by Henry Reining, Jr., professor of 
public administration and political science, University of Southern 
California. 

Chairman Asprnatt. Now you may refer to the map. 

Mr. Corstn. As I explained, this dashed blue line is the reservation 
boundary line. The red part shows the part of Highway 95 that falls 
within that boundary. Down here at the southern end, it slides out 
again. Now, I don’t know whether you can see this map. This is 
one of the original maps made and 99 percent of that bighway was 
actually outside the reservation boundary, but through realinement 
and changing, it shifted over. The city feels it should not be saddled 
with the responsibility of policing and watching that road. The pro- 
posed reclamation boundary line will shift over to the east side 
of the Highway 95 right-of-way and follow up this way where the blue 
shox s, leaving the entire highway right-of-way outside the city limits. 

Chairman Asprnatn. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Corsin. This section up here is a patent mining claim, which 
is left out of the area and always has been left out, which adjoins lot 17. 

Now, on page 7 of my statement, that 21,693.51 acres, more or less 
is correct. The figure of 14,694.21 acres is an error that was inad- 
vertently made when the bill was being prepared. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Unless there is objection, the material which 
immediately follows the statement just made by the witness under 
date of July 27, 1951, and signed by Oscar L. Chapman, Secretary of 
the Interior, will be made a part of the statement and included at this 
point in the hearing. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. Unless 
there is objection, the statistical material which follows the insertion 
to which the chairman has just referred ‘Estimated annual revenues 
for Boulder City after incorporation,” “Estimated annual operating 
expenses for Boulder City after incorporation,” and ‘Funds necessary 
for essential improvements and rehabilitation of Boulder City 
facilities’ will be made a part of the record at this point, as well as the 
map which is attached to the statement, which will also be made a 
part of the record. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, July 27, 1951. 
Order No. 2650. 
Subject: Administration of Boulder City, Nev. 

Sec. 1. Objective-—The ultimate objective of the Department of the Interior 
shall be to establish Boulder City as a self-governing and self-supporting munici- 
pality incorporated under the laws of the State of Nevada. In general, the recom- 


mendations set forth in A Report As to Boulder City, Nev., by Dr. Henry Reining, 
Jr., will be followed in achieving this objective. 
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Sec. 2. Boulder City municipal office —The Boulder City municipal office is 
established to carry out the responsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior for 
the administration of the local affairs of Boulder City. The office shall be admin- 
istratively part of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation under the general direc- 
tion of the regional director and the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Sec. 3. City manager.—The Boulder City municipal office shall be under the 
supervision of a city manager appointed by the Commissioner of Reclamation. 
In making the selection for the position, the Commissioner should consult with 
representatives of the local residents, the agencies of the Department having 
employees in the area, the power allottees, and professional organizations. It is 
essential that the incumbent have a high degree of professional competence com- 
bined with the ability to gain support and confidence of all the interests involved 
in the administration of Boulder City. 

Sec. 4. Advisory council——The city manager shall take immediate steps to 
establish an advisory council of representatives of the local residents, the power 
allottees, the director of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation, and other Interior 
agencies having employees in the area. The advisory council shall be consulted 
on all major decisions affecting the administration of local affairs of Boulder City. 
The representatives of the Interior agencies shall advise particularly on the impact 
of the proposed actions upon the segment of the national affairs under this 
jurisdiction. 

Sec. 5. Local and national affairs.—The term ‘‘local affairs’ as used in this 
order shall include the following types of activities: 

(1) The program and finance operations for Boulder City, including the 
development of a program, preparation of the budget, and operation of the 
accounting system. 

(2) Appointments and status changes of employees of the Boulder City 
municipal office. 

(3) Management, leasing, maintenance, and disposition of housing and 
lands within the townsite. 

(4) Operation and maintenance of water, power, telephone, sewage, 
garbage and refuse disposal, recreation, library, parks, sidewalks, municipal 
buildings, and other facilities, utilities and services provided for the residents 
of Boulder City. The Boulder City hospital, airport, and school buildings 
will be subject to separate treatment under section 8. 

(5) Police and fire protection. 

(6) Community planning, including expansion of the townsite. 

(7) Relations with the school district, county, State, and power allottees, 
and other Federal agencies on all aspects of the administration of local affairs. 

The term “national affairs” as used in this order shall include the following types 
of activities: 

(1) Operation and maintenance of Hoover Dam, powerplant, and related 
structures and facilities. 

(2) Relations with the power allottees on matters other than the admini- 
stration of local affairs. 

(3) Water releases from the Colorado River. 

(4) Guide service for the dam and powerplant. 

(5) Management of the Lake Mead recreation area. 

(6) Operation of the Bureau of Mines experiment station. 

(7) Lake Mead seismological survey. 

Sec. 6. Responsibilities of the city manager.—The separation of each phase of 
the administration of local affairs from the other activities of the Department of 
the Interior in Boulder City and the achievement of the ultimate objective of 
self-government under the Nevada laws will be accomplished as quickly as it is 
feasible. The city manager shall develop specific programs for each phase of 
local affairs to accomplish these objectives guided by the recommendations of 
Dr. Reining’s report. To carry out these programs, he may enter into agreements 
with the representatives of the agencies of the Department of the Interior in the 
area for the transfer of physical property, funds, and records; joint use of property, 
personnel and facilities; and provision of administrative and technical services. 
Such agreements shall be in writing. If the proposed programs or agreements are 
outside the recommendations of Dr. Reining’s report, existing legislation, or 
delegations of authority, the city manager shall submit his proposals. Also, 
where mutually satisfactory agreements to carry out the programs cannot be 
reached with the respresentatives of the agencies of the Department in the area, 
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the city manager shall report the situation. Copies of these recommendations, 
reports, and ge re for authority with the advice of the staff of the regional 
office and the Commissioner’s office shall be sent to the representatives of the 
agencies of the Department in the area having an interest in the subject matter. 

he Commissioner shall resolve these problems within the limits of his authority 
or make recommendations for their resolution to the Secretary of the Interior. 

After the programs have been established, the necessary agreements reduced to 
writing, and the required authorizations received, the city manager shall be pri- 
marily responsible for the execution of the programs 

Sec. 7. Responsibilities of the director of region 3, Bureau of Reclamation.—The 
director of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation shall continue to be responsible 
for the administration of those phases of the national affairs under his jurisdiction 
and shall administer, under existing arrangements, the various phases of local 
affairs until specific agreements for their transfer to the Boulder City municpal 
offices have been made with the city manager who is subject to the regional 
director’s general direction as outlined above. After such transfers, the regional 
director shall participate in the administration of local affairs through the ad- 
visory council. If the regional director, after representing his views through the 
advisory council, feels that actions by the city manager will adversely affect his 
responsibilities for national affairs, he shall present his views to the commissioner. 
To the extent that specific arrangements have been reached and reduced to 
writing, the regional director shall provide administrative and technical services 
and authorize the joint use of property, personnel, and facilities as a service to 
the Boulder City municipal office. 

The regional director shall periodically evaluate the operations of the Boulder 
City municipal office, particularly with respect to their impact upon his respon- 
sibilities for national affairs and report his findings and any questions or objections 
to the policies and procedures being carried out by the city manager to the Com- 
missioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Ssc. 8. School buildings, hospitals, and airport.—The city manager, in consulta- 
tion with the representatives of the agencies of the Department in the area, shall 
develop recommendations on the operation and disposition of the Boulder City 
hospital, airport, and school buildings. These recommendations and the com- 
ments of the representatives of the agencies of the Department in the area shall 
be forwarded to the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Src. 9. Quarterly report of progress.—The city manager shall report quarterly 
through the director of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation to the Commissioner 
of the Bureau of Reclamation on his progress toward administrative separation 
of Boulder City from the other activities of the Department in the area and on the 
execution of his responsibilities for the administration of local affairs. Copies of 
these reports shall be sent to the representatives of the other agencies of the 
Department in the area of their reviews and comment. 

Ec. 10. Channels of communication.—The normal channels of communication 
and reporting on the routine affairs and major policy questions of the Boulder 
City municipal office shall be through the director of region 3 of the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, with copies to the representatives of the 
other agencies of the Department in the area. The regional director shall for- 
ward such correspondence to the Commissioner with an indication of his con- 
currence or comments. 

Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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Estimated annual revenues for Boulder City after incorporation 


Real estate and personal property taxes !___._........-.------------ $62, 000 
nnn arene iG dala ed Sid eee line us eden ce cee lis cued 225, 000 
reel? £50). Soi £8 ei elo. ae UO eb ea 100, 000 
SeONNeN tepenneeP tile D025 Oe ticn at uu soe uectodakiuesates 15, 000 
Business secenses Gna permiiee oo Lees Jet Jos cucu 15, 000 
ERGR Reet a. 2s week soe hue Dae) set ot Seoag za vet ble 1, 000 
CERN CUCU se cd dh ein ds echewio ceecah bamwak en 20, 000 
CN a UN ha tibiae Ud abide atthe aie tld atid sb edhe Bila data ihn 4, 500 
Crees Wes Sess Los ieo gl sede tu eC aed dea es 5, 000 
Rn anes G0UN8.e. oSe sot. ais welll soeeeu, ocd. cee 4, 500 
Building, electrical, and plumbing fees__....__..............-___-.-- 1, 000 

Oise dni teed dead made daecgsuiibesliats 453, 000 


1In December 1954, the Clark County assessor gave his estimate of the assessed valuation, for tax 
purposes, of all taxable property which it is expected will be privately owned in Boulder City after its 
incorporation. This figure is $4,975,230. It was based on the assumption that all Government housing 
in Boulder City will have been sold to private persons and that all lots on which such housing and other 
privately owned structures are located will have been purchased from the municipality by the lessees of 
those lots. Because of the tax-rate limitations in the Nevada constitution, a tax rate of $1.25 per $100 of 
assessed valuation might be expected, on the basis of past tax rates, to be the maximum the municipality 
could impose. It should be noted that if no leased lands were to be purchased from the municipality 
(after their transfer to the municipality under the proposed bill) approximately $80,000 in annual lease 
revenues would flow to the municipality. However, since the proposed bill facilitates the purchase of 
these lands by the lessees thereof, it has been assumed, in preparing the above table, that within a rela- 
Gray few years after incorporation virtually all of these lands will have been purchased from the munici- 

ity. 

" Present income is $78.000. Rates must be raised to provide an additional $22,000 to realize this amount. 

3 This revenue based on placing in effect a sewer rental charge of $1 per sewer connection per month. 

Sales, excise, and such taxes are not permitted by State law. 





Estimated annual operating expenses for Boulder City after incorporation 

















Operation Capital 
Department Personnel Salaries | and main- me Total 

tenance ay 
Cie hg hse nencdiminseiadn 2 $15, 000 $1, 400 0 $16, 400 
CH IN ose obec oe oe snes anes onatine 3 15, 500 1, 500 $4, 500 21, 500 
Comment or. ch: . . 44.45 co gses dessa 3 14, 000 1, 200 0 15, 200 
Utilities (collection and billing) -.-......--- 4 14, 000 600 0 14, 600 
BN droid Adak ceed dee walelnndddonduh 2 7, 700 1, 500 0 9, 200 
Ci Bs iicihe cnkbabanae qe ddae cunconghes 2 | 9, 500 2, 500 0 12, 000 
A scien eastin ne dign in panna 2 | 7, 600 | 1, 400 0 9, 000 
IOs 54. Ginnie on gc neds bind aphoea 5 | 21, 600 | 90, 700 15, 000 127, 300 
WR nk aiendteteten oda oes fgets nasa 6 | 28, 000 | 18, 000 | 2, 100 48, 100 
Sanitation and public health_-.-._----- ‘nace 4} 9, 000 | 25, 500 5, 500 | 40, 000 
nS os a a eh toate sled ota ahi UE a oetaigte atieal-<eeidieente a ee eee 5, 000 
Polio os st ts re li 49, 200 | 4, 000 | 0 | 53, 200 
Streets, parks, municipal buildings---..--- 17 | 60, 500 41, 200 | 5, 000 | 106, 700 
Insurance ----.---- ihn < +h sPabinaddennesd Dc sieceianihae ape Fs $epeene weno GO ladcwsnsseges 4, 000 
FICA emergency and contingency funds--|-.-...-...--- hte etna | 25, 000 |-------...-- | 25, 000 
PO tedendekteeetomnetasduuscedes 62 251, 600 | 223, 500 | 32, 100 507, 200 








1 This figure represents the cost of filtration, treatment and distribution of water. It does not include the 
cost of pumping water from Hoover Dam up to the Boulder City storage tanks. 

2 Fire services are on a contractual basis with the Boulder Canyon project. If this arrangement is dis- 
continued after incorporation, an added estimated expense of $30,000 will be necessary. 





Funps NEcESSARY FOR ESSENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS AND REHABILITATION OF 
Bovutper City FaciLities 


The total estimated cost for making capital improvements and rehabilitation 
amounts to $245,000 and is made up of the following items: 

1. $155,000 for resurfacing existing streets, excluding those streets resurfaced 
in 1950-51. These streets have had no maintenance work since they were con- 
structed 21 years ago, except minor patching. Unless prompt measures are 
adopted to protect the substructure by appropriate resurface treatment, extensive 
replacement of street paving at far greater cost than resurfacing will be necessary. 
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The method to be employed in this work is in accoraance with recommendations 
of the Navada State highway engineer. Also included is the seal coating of 
streets over a period of 4 years to place all existing streets in good condition. 
New streets or utilities, or other items usually provided by developers or builders, 
are not included in the above cost. Latest analysis as made on November 16, 
1954, is that complete resurfacing and repairs to all the existing streets in Boulder 
City over a 5-year period would cost $211,100. The newly incorporated munici- 
pality would be expected to pay for all such work in excess of the $155,000. 

2. Alterations and improvements to existing buildings and structures, $20,000. 
The post office, now occupying the southwest wing of the municipal building, 
has been requested to vacate. It is our intention to convert these quarters into 
a public library. The present library is in the basement of the municipal building 
and is entirely inadequate and unsuitable for this purpose. Estimated cost of 
reconstruction and additional library equipment, $15,000. The present basement 
quarters of the library will be converted to engineering and recreation department 
offices. Estimated cost, $3,500. Equipment will be needed for the city council 
aan such as chairs, desks, tables, map racks, easels, etc. Estimated cost, 

1,500. 

3. Replacement of equipment, $50,000. The following essential equipment 

should be replaced because of obsolescence and high maintenance costs: 


Sin AP OGKe: GEO sisg 66 od wees 2a8 Jest on th ds wie bnwe sb <a $12, 500 
St-ton tine rack: with attachmiebtes:. 2.2. aloe wes weel ele eee 7, 500 
ee ne cae emtbiaatne smupelistie aimenntaase ain 30, 000 


1 This consists of 15 pieces of light motor equipment, including cars and station wagons, ranging from 
1941 to 1950 models. 


4. Storm drainage structures, $20,000. These installations are necessary to 
carry off the occasional flash-flood waters. At present, during a heavy rain, lawns, 
gardens, and alleys are washed out in certain parts of the city because of the 
lack of these storm drains. 

Chairman AspinaLu. As I understand it, that concludes your state- 
ment, Mr. Corbin? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Chairman Asprnaty. The Chair would like to inquire of you 
whether or not the program to furnish to the people of Boulder City 
a semblance of some responsibility in the governing of themselves as 
is set forth in the Secretary of the Interior Order No. 2650 was at 
the request of the people of Boulder City or at the request of the 
Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Corsin. I can’t answer that definitely. I have heard it 
stated both ways. 

Chairman AspinALu. Do you know whether or not you will have a 
witness here today who will be able to answer that definitely, someone 
who was here and present when this came about? 

Mr. Corsin. Possibly Mr. Garrett, president of the chamber of 
commerce, who was here at that time, can answer that question. 

Chairman AsprnaLuL. The Chair would like to know whether this 
recent program to get the Government out from under the respon- 
sibility of operating a municipality and placing that responsibility 
on the people of Boulder City was instituted by the citizens of Boulder 
City or by the representatives of the Federal Government of the 
United States. 

Mr. Corpin. You are speaking of order 2650? 

Chairman AspinaLu. No. I am speaking of the present legislation 
before the committee. 

Mr. Corsrn. I can’t answer that definitely either, sir. It goes 
right back to your first question. 

Chairman AspiInALu. Well, it shouldn’t go back to the first question, 
because the first question referred to the advisory council, which came 
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into existence with the city manager. The second question refers to 
the matter of taking the Federal Government out from under all the 
responsibility of operating a municipality in this area and giving that 
responsibility to the local citizens themselves. If you don’t have the 
answer, please so indicate. 

Mr. Corsin. You asked how this was started? 

Chairman Aspinatu. I want to know whether the people started it 
or the representatives of the Government started it? 

Mr. Corsrn. I can’t answer that. 

Chairman AspiInAuu. Referring to the first map, which you identi- 
fied, what kind of property lies to the east of the highway? 

Mr. Corsin. That is this side? 

Chairman AspINALL. Yes. 

Mr. Corsrn. It is all desert. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Of what value will that be to the new Boulder 
City municipality, if legislation is approved and the State of Nevada 
makes possible the incorporation of a city in this area? 

Mr. Corsin. That is difficult to answer. I can’t answer that. It 
is going to be a long number of years before that property can ever 
be developed itself, because it is so far from the developed area, at 
lcast 4 miles. It has no utilities whatsoever, no water, no electricity, 
no sewerage. The only time it would become of any value is if the 
city grows out that way. 

Chairman AsPINALL. It is subject to development as far as topog- 
raphy is concerned. 

Mr. Corsin. This part is rather hilly and down here it flattens out, 
but right in this immediate area it is very rough topography. 

Chairman AsptnaLL. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California, Congressman Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, that is referring to the 
second map which you discussed for which, I believed, you did not 
have a number, as it had been cut off, the Bureau of Reclamation map, 
as I understand it, in the proposed legislation under consideration, the 
red boundary would be the boundaries of the city of Boulder? 

Mr. Corin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Well, what percent of that present boundary is now 
built up or is being used or improved in any way? 

Mr. Corsin. This little section in here. 

Mr. Sisk. What, basically, is the reason for the great expansion of 
boundary there? 

Mr. Corsin. This way particularly—lI might explain this. All this 
area outside the green area, which is our present area of supervision in 
Boulder City, ell the rest of this lend is under the supervision of and 
controlled and administrated by the National Park Service, the Lake 
Mead National Reclamation Area. When we first started to work out 
these boundaries, actually we were going to cut off here. I can’t 
recall the exact point, but the Park Service raised an objection. They 
did not want a piece of land stuck off where they would have to go 
through a city to take care of it. In other words, cut off here. The 
Park Service would have a square of land out here, hanging there, as 
far as they were concerned. ‘They didn’t want the responsibility to go 
along with that supervision of that land. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you feel that would be a thing of value or that it 
—s possibly be a drag on the city to have that within its boundaries 
then? 
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Mr. Corsin. I don’t think it would be a drag. It just puts it under 
our control to see that it is developed properly when the time comes. 

Mr. Sisk. You would receive no tax benefits from it? There are 
no improvements, as you said? 

Mr. Corsin. No, but it should belong to the city. The city should 
have the control of this highway to prevent poor type of construction 
and development going on there. This gives control of that through 
proper planning, administration, and council control and will afford 
the opportunity of properly developing that as the years go by. The 
only reason for this section was that it was picked out as an airstrip. 
We are desirous of having the airport taken out of its present location. 
It is in a dangerous location, with planes practically going over the 
high school and we feel it should not be there. Also it will probably 
be too valuable for an airport. We wish to put the airstrip down 
here. There is a long, flat strip down here along the valley that 
would serve the purpose very nicely. 

Chairman AspinaLu. The observation just made by the witness 
refers to lots 24, sections 24, 25, 28, and 29. 

Mr. Corsin. No; 23, 24, 25, 26. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe that is all, with only one question for my own 
personal interest. I noticed under your proposed revenue to the city, 
you have a poll tax. Does the State of Nevada have a poll tax? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. For what purpose? In order to vote? 

Mr. Corsin. It goes into the fund and is divided as it is collected 
as a privilege to vote. 

Mr. Sisk. That is the reason you have a poll tax? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes; it applies only to males. 

Mr. Sisk. Ladies do not have to pay to vote? 

Mr. Corsin. No. 

Chairman AspinaLt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Nevada, Congressman Young. 

Mr. Youna. I have no questions. 

Chairman AspinaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona, Congressman Udall. 

Mr. Upatt. I, too, was surpised that Nevada does have a poll tax. 
Many of the Southern States do, I know. 

Mr. Youna. Yes. It is only imposed on males. I think there is 
a movement to have it placed on the ballot to have it repealed. 

Mr. Upatu. I notice there is a provision in this legislation which 
would give the city, the new municipality, the option, after a period of 
time, to determine whether this very lucrative industry that the 
State has of gambling and liquor sales, etc., would take place in the 
community. I have always understood that is a principal source of 
revenue for municipalities in the State, and for the State, too. We are 
looking on ahead, because of the concern about this municipality’s 
deficit, if the witness or the Congressman can tell me, is that a prin- 
cipal source of revenue for municipalities in the State? 

Mr. Youna. I wouldn’t say a principal source. I think statewise, 
it might be 12 to 14 percent. The State levies a 2 percent tax on the 
gross. Last legislature that was raised on larger operations. As far 
as the city is concerned, I don’t think the bulk is large. 

Mr. Upatu. Cities normally assess a tax? 
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Mr. Youne. They get some tax on slot machines and, I think, on 
some of the tables, but it is small as compared to the State’s take. 
The Federal Government, on the slot machines, gets $250 on each 
machine, which doesn’t leave too much for the municipality. 

Chairman Asprnatu. The Chair would like to interject that such 
matters as this could be well taken care of in a further hearing in 
Washington. The questions should be directed at the witness. 

Mr. Upatu. I notice, too, in the computation or projection of 
revenues which you have provided here, you have made no mention 
of the possibility of income to the city from sales of land to sub- 
dividers, etc. I assume that was not included because it is speculative? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. That would not be a recurring 
revenue, once the land was all sold. It is hardly fair to include that 
as an operating fund. Actually, the money derived should be put into 
a capital-improvement fund. 

Mr. Upatt. I notice from your testimony that the contractors 
and subdividers have expressed an interest. Apparently there is a 
market for subdividing and growth within. the community. 

Mr. Corsin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upatu. I am curious, too, to know what the present rate of 
power is that is sold to the homeowners of the community here, at 
what rate power is sold. 

Mr. Corsrn. It varies, of course. It starts at 5 and then goes 
down as low as 4 mills, depending upon the rate of consumption. 

Mr. Upatu. That is the price to the consumer? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Corbin, I notice that you have used electric 
revenues as a major source of income. 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Would there be an increase in those electric 
rates, or would those rates be continued under incorporation? 

Mr. Corsin. That is something I can’t answer, Mr. McFarland. 

Mr. McFaruanp. You have given a figure here of $225,000 
annually. Do you know the basis for that? Do you know on 
what rate that was based? 

Mr. Corsrn. Our present rates. 

Mr. Upatu. I was going to ask the same question. That figure, if 
the rates were increased, of course, would be changed accordingly? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes, as I say, it is based on present rates. 

Mr. Upatt. I take it we are going to have testimony here today 
as to the matter about which the chairman asked, as to the will of 
the community on this legislation? 

— AspPINALL. The committee will endeavor to get an answer 
on that. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Congressman 
Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmser. Do you know why the city was originally located 
at this particular spot? 

Mr. Corsin. It was the coolest spot the engineers could find at 
the time they were talking about setting up a city. As I understand 
it, there was investigation made all over this area, temperature charts 
made, and that sort of thing, and in 1931, when the community was 
started, air conditioning wasn’t thought of and there is a good breeze 
up here. 
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Mr. Hosmer. The problem of getting water up here wasn’t con- 
sidered at that time? 

Mr. Corsin. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. What is the expectation of the growth, assuming the 
city might be incorporated and made a part of the State of Nevada? 

Mr. Corsin. I sincerely believe it is going to grow. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does it have a capacity for growth within the present 
area of public-utility facilities? 

Mr. Corsrn. Our power is limited; however, we have just com- 
pleted and are awaiting the Federal Power Commission’s certification 
for a natural-gas line. A system has been put into Boulder City 
which is going to relieve the power situation considerably. 

Mr. Hosmer. What I asked was whether there can be any new 
construction without extension of the present terminals and facilities 
of your public utilities, sewer, gas, and electricity? 

Mr. Corsin. No, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have no money for the extension. 

Mr. Corsin. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, based on your testimony, you give examples 
with respect to the amount of taxes and rentals paid in connection 
with the commercial properties. There are 2 examples on the rental 
of land of $840 and $187. Are those figures based on sales or fixed 
rentals, or what? 

Mr. Corsin. No; there has never been any real property sold in this 
community. 

Mr. Hosmer. Ona rental basis? 

Mr. Corsin. You asked whether it was on a sales basis? 

Mr. Hosmer. Isit a fixed figure? 

Mr. Corsin. A fixed figure. 

Mr. Hosmer. I notice the leasehold tax varies 1 to 5, where the 
rental varies about 1 to 4. Is there any particular reason for the 
difference? 

Mr. Corsin. On the leasehold tax, the formula is set up by the 
county assessor, wherein he uses a figure of a 60-year lease, which we 
do not issue. The maximum lease is for 53 years. The county 
assessor took 60-years as 100 percent of the value of the property. 
If the lease had run 30-years, he would depreciate that property 
50 percent. That is the reason why there is such a fluctuation. 
Some leases are brand new and some are 20, 25, and 30 years old. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is the basis for the State, county, and school taxes 
fairly equitable between them? 

Mr. Corsin. No, I wouldn’t say that. 

Mr. Hosmer. In what way are they inequitable? 

Mr. Corsin. The county assessor divided this town into three 
sections for leasehold tax purposes, that is as far as residential prop- 
erty is concerned. In one section he took every lot, regardless of size, 
and said that is worth so much. He followed the same method in the 
other two sections. One person might have 100- by a 100-foot lot and 
the next person have a 50- by 50-foot lot with them both paying the 
same taxes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would their setup, if the city were involved, be 
different? 

Mr. Corin. Yes, the assessor would have to come out here and go 
over it. 
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Mr. Hosmer. The assessment is accomplished by the city or the 
county? 

Mr. Corsin. The county. The cities in Nevada don’t have their 
Own assessors. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are the city taxes collected by the county as an 
agent of the city? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. In that connection, are there any living areas, resi- 
dential areas, in this particular county now in existence that are in 
county territory rather than in incorporated city territory? 

Mr. Corsin. The only one that comes—you mean as far as this 
leasehold tax is concerned? 

Mr. Hosmer. No, I am asking whether or not there exists any 
residential area outside the incorporated city limits? 

Mr. Corsrn. There are several unincorporated cities. There is 
Mesquite. I am not sure about Bunkerville. Is it incorporated? 

A Voice. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. In those areas do you know who handles the utilities 
and police protection service and things of that nature? 

Mr. Corsin. The utilities probably are privately owned. Usually, 
in those types of places, as far as police protection, that is handled in 
the county through the sheriff’s office. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know of any arrangement whereby the city 
could contract with the county for the services of police protection, 
fire protection and like services in order to avoid its own expense for 
capital investment and overhead in these connections? 

Mr. Corsrin. I don’t. It could be worked out, Mr. Hosmer. At 
the present time in this end of the county, there is only one fire station 
as far as the county is concerned and that is out on the strip outside 
of Vegas. 

Mr. Hosmer. We are doing some of that in California and it seems 
to be working very well. 

Mr. Corsin. I know you are. It might be that someday it could 
be done. It might be feasible. 

Mr. Hosmer. You would have to be incorporated in order to obtain 
what you believe to be adequate service in these regards? 

Mr. Corsin. That is right. 

Mr. Hosmer. I notice the House bill does not contain, and the 
Senate bill does contain, provisions with regard— 

Chairman AspinaLi. Will the gentleman from California state 
whether he is referring to the original Senate bill or the Senate bill, 
as amended? 

Mr. Hosmer. I am taking this from his testimony. My question 
is directed to the matter of McKeeversville. 

Mr. Corsin. That would be with reference to the Senate bill S. 514, 
as amended, because the original Senate bill did not contain reference 
to McKeeversville. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is your opinion it should be revised with respect to 
McKeeversville? 

Mr. Corsin. It would go a long ways to helping out a bad condition 
over there. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will you explain that? 

Mr. Corsin. We have an area which was called McKeeversville 
and which is now called Lakeview Addition. It was next to the original 
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site of the construction camp. The construction camp, as I understand 
it, had only single people in it. A lot of the workers on the dam brought 
families with them and they shifted over to the side and put up tents 
and shacks to live in and water was provided and power. It was sup- 
posed to be a situation of a temporary nature and was to be removed 
and disposed of after the dam was completed; however, it has been 
there ever since. 

We have never been able to clear it up and in 1940, I believe it was, 
there were just about five families left there. The Government was on 
its way to cleaning it up and the war broke out and the industrial 
town of Henderson started and workers flocked in from all over. 
There was nothing but desert. Those people had to find some place 
to live and a lot of them came over here and started McKeeversville 
again. The Government has had it on its hands ever since. Now 
there are 68 houses over there, containing a total of about 250 people. 
They have one waterline that is farily good and another one that I 
would say was inadequate and might break any day. There are no 
sewerage facilities, no streets and they have no leases on the land. 
They are over there with no authority from the Government. 

Mr. Hosmer. Squatters? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Apparently you believe the United States Govern- 
ment should take the responsibility for cleaning that up for the city. 
Why do you believe that? 

Mr. Corsin. Well, it is, I was going to use the word ‘fostered,’ 
but that is not correct. It has been there through the acquiescence 
of the Government, even though they have tried to get rid of it at 
times. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you have any idea what it would cost to clean up 
that area? 

Mr. Corsrn. Well, I made some rough estimates along with some 
of the engineers here back in July, I believe it was, and to do a com- 
plete job, provide those people with sewers, proper waterlines, streets, 
curbs, gutters, and so forth, would run better than a half a million 
dollars. 

Mr. Hosmer. You believe it would be an obligation of the Govern- 
ment to the people living there or to the city of Boulder? 

Mr. Corsin. I don’t believe it is an obligation to either one. 

Mr. Hosmer. To whom would it be an obligation? 

Mr. Corsin. Well, if the bill goes through and we are incorporated 
into a city, then the city is going to have to handle it and the major 
part of the expense, if the people want to develop it, it is going to fall 
on them. 

Mr. Hosmer. You want to have the Government do it so the city 
will be saved the expense? 

Mr. Corsin. I didn’t say that. This was put into the bill by the 
Senate committee after the hearing here in May. It was not re- 
quested by anyone here as far as the Government is concerned, 

Mr. Hosmer. You said there was a responsibility neither to the 
Federal Government nor to the people out there to get it cleaned 
up. I would like to find out who is responsible for getting it cleaned 
up. 

PM. Corstn. I will tell you right now, I didn’t say it was the Fed. 
eral Government’s responsibility. 
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Mr. Hosmer. The Federal Government would spend a lot of 
money getting it cleaned up. I am trying to find out why it should. 

Chairman AspInALL. I think that the witness has answered the 
question, Mr. Hosmer, to the best of his ability to the effect that if the 
Government permitted the situation to develop, then the responsi- 
bility of cleaning it up shouldn’t be shifted to the new municipality. 
That is all you had to say; isn’t it? 

Mr. Corin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am not satisfied with the idea of burdening the 
taxpayers with the added expense of taking care of a situation created 
by the activities of the people squatting on Government land. 

Chairman Asprnati. The Chair doesn’t have any argument. 
That will be left for our marking up processes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Corbin, you state on page 4 of your statement 
that it is entirely proper that the allottees and the United States 
contribute to the needs of the municipality which was established 
and continues to exist, to a large extent, because of its requirements. 
I am going to ask you why you make such a statement in the light of 
the fact that in other areas where the municipalities are adjacent to 
Government installations do not receive such consideration either from 
the Government installation or from private business who happen to 
be outside their corporate boundaries? 

Mr. Corsin. The city just can’t exist without assistance from the 
allottees and/or the Government, just because, by the very nature of 
the community itself, it is not feasible. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, if the city is going to be incorporated 
here, it has to be subsidized; is that correct? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. What would be the manner in which the allottees 
would subsidize? 

Mr. Corsin. They would pay their share of the $150,000 to deliver 
water to the city. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that include all the allottees of the State of 
Nevada, State of Arizona, as well as the California allottees? 

Mr. Corsin. No, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Which allottees would bear the burden then? 

Mr. Corsrn. I am not prepared to answer that. May I inquire of 
our attorney? 

Chairman Aspinatu. Not at this time. If you don’t have the 
answer, just tell us. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is your attorney going to testify later? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. What is his name? 

Mr. Corsrn. Miles Romney. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, you make a statement on page 5 in connection 
with the sale of the property here that a certain amount, $245,000, 
would be required for certain capital and improvements to be set 
aside in a special fund and the remainder of the proceeds allotted 
equitably between the power allottees and the United States. What 
basis would there be for allocating any of these revenues over to 
either the power allottees or the United States? 

Mr. Corsin. This fund about which I speak here will be developed 
by the sale of Government-owned housing. The $245,000 will come 
out of that. Whatever is left, under the law, would have to be 
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divided between the power allottees and the United States Govern- 
ment based on the formula set up under the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Southern California Edison Co., would benefit 
from the sale of the houses? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes; as I understand it, toward the reduction of the 
long-term debt. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, the long-term debt is owed to the United States; 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Corin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not owed to the Southern California Edison Co. 

Mr. Corsin. No; but it would reduce their debt by that much. 

Mr. Hosmer. Reduce whose debt?, 

Mr. Corsin. Southern California Edison Co.’s debt as paid over 
to the United States. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Southern California Edison Co. is required to 
take and/or pay for a certain amount of power. 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. There is no debt owed by it by the requirement with 
respect to electrical power. 

Mr. McFaruanp. I thought this might clear it up. The cost of 
the property to be disposed of, of course, is part of the capital cost of 
the project which the allottees are repaying. Any net revenues from 
this sale, of course, will reduce the capital cost of the project, which, 
I believe, in turn, reduces the amounts which will have to be repaid 
by the allottees. 

Mr. Hosmer. I see, but by like token, the provisions which would 
reduce the power revenue would increase the obligation of the allottees ; 
is that correct? 

Mr. McFar.anp. I would say that is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am not quite satisfied with respect to the second 
map you showed. I don’t understand what the green lines on that 
map purport to represent. 

Mr. Corsin. That is what we call our present area of supervision. 
This is Boulder City, as such. The city itself, you might say, has 
administrative control of this area. All other area administration 
is under the control of the National Park Service. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is going to be more expensive for the city to ad- 
minister the larger area than to administer the area of the present 
size, is it not? 

Mr. Corsin. There is no cost out here at the present time. Even- 
tually, through development, there will be. 

Mr. Hosmer. There must be some policing costs, wouldn’t there be? 

Mr. Corsin. Very little. 

Mr. Hosmer. The highway you are removing out of the other end, 
I suppose that would remove some cost of administration. 

Mr. Corbin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are there any other highways through it? 

Mr. Corin. Just the main highway running into Kingman. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it the responsibility of the city to maintain that 
highway? 

Mr. Corsrn. No, sir; the State highway system takes care of that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does the city plan and propose to levy taxes on these 
rights-of-way for powerlines? 








FRE CS A A A cas 7 TT dient nh AE sea 8 atest CRAM tht RN ap Sh ASN 


~ Sct Li tila te are Lo su Mena NE lt EM hh aR 


tinned tBset thane ass 





a a meee AU nl i RR a iA or INT OR CRATE de 


Peta Skene 


DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 33 


Mr. Corin. That has to be done through the county and the State. 
The county is collecting taxes on the rights-of-way. When and if the 
city becomes incorporated, we will get our share on a mile per mile 
basis. The other the county is going to have to turn over to the city. 

Mr. Hosmer. The taxes paid “by whoever has those lines would in- 
crease by the amount of the assessment tax? 

Mr. Corsin. The city has nothing to do with that. The State law 
sets up a formula by which they tax ‘those lines. 

Mr. Hosmer. Can you say positively then that there will be no in- 
crease by virtue of the incorporation in the amount of taxes those 
people pay? 

Mr. Corsin. That is what I have been informed by the county 
assessor. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have indicated that the city would have no 
money to expand its public utilities beyond the present area; yet you 
want this extra land for the purposes of expansion. That doesn’t 
sound logical to me. 

Mr. Corsin. Any expansion that takes place once the city is in- 
corporated will be the responsibility of the subdividers. As it is now, 
the Government has put in all the streets, curbs, utilities, and so forth. 
Once we are incorporated, we will be like Las Vegas or any city in 
California. If a subdivider comes in and buys an acre of land, he 
puts in the curbs, streets, and so forth, at his own expense. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, the city would own the power trans- 
mission facilities? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. But they would be paid for by the subdivider; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Corsin. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. I want to make one observation, Mr. Corbin. It 
has to do with what you said with respect to the city being an area 
of 21,693 acres, more or less. The area that you propose for the c ity 
here would amount to one-tenth of the area of the sprawling city of 
Los Angeles, which has a population of 2 million people. I can’t 
quite feel satisfied from what you have told the committee so far, 
that that rather extensive boundaries would be in the best interest 
of the city of Boulder. There is only one other thing about which I 
want to ask you how. You have put down a calculated amount 
of revenue of $225,000 a year from electrical utilities. As I under- 
stand it, you have some kind of sliding-scale rate based upon the 
amount of the utilities used? 

Mr. Corsin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was the 4 mills average or minimum? 

Mr. Corsrn. A minimum. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that the figure that the largest users get? 

Mr. Corsin. Well, our homeowners get the advantage of that in the 
wintertime, because of the tremendous amount of power used. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know how that 4-mill figure compares with 
the minimum figures in Las Vegas, for instance? 

Mr. Corpin. High-rate use gets down to 5 mills. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have cheaper power? 

Mr. Corsrn. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have leeway to raise power rates, have you not? 

Mr. Corsrin. On that minimum, yes, we have. 
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Mr. Hosmer. What basis did you use for calculating your $225,000 
insofar as the amount of power that would be sold is concerned. Did 
you use kilowatt-hours? 

Mr. Corsin. This figure is actually for the operating year of 1954. 
That fluctuates. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that figure give you what you need to balance 
your budget? 

Mr. Corsrn. Not the $225,000; no. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will you be able to balance your budget with the 
subsidies vou are going to get? 

Mr. Corstin. Subsidies would; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Subsidy on the water? 

Mr. Corsrn. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. How about your water? Is the water metered? 

Mr. Corstin. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know what the rate on that is? 

Mr. Corsrn. Very, very reasonable. At the present time we are 
losing money on it. That is going to have to be raised. As you will 
note here under “Estimated annual revenues’ under footnote 2, 
“Present income is $78,000. Rates must be raised to provide an 
additional $22,000 to realize this amount.”’ 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know what your water rates are here as com- 
pared to Las Vegas? 

Mr. Corsin. Very, very cheap, way below Las Vegas. 

Mr. Hosmer. Couldn’t you get a good deal more revenue than 
$22,000 if you raised the rates to compare with what other cities are 
paying? 

Mr. Corstn. That is about a 40-percent hike. One of the assets 
of this community, of course, is its green lawns and trees and one of the 
things that contribute to making it a very livable community. It 
goes back to the original part of my testimony. This community must 
be kept in such a condition to attract the proper type of employees for 
the Boulder Canyon project such as technicians and highly skilled 
people. 

Mr. Hosmer. That $225,000 electrical utility figure does not in- 
clude or have anything to do with the electricity used for water pump- 
ing, does it? 

Mr. Corsin. No, it does not. 

Mr. Hosmer. Based on that then, for the year 1954—55, according 
to my figures, there was a use of a total of 39,829,000 kilowatt-hours 
of power in your community, does that figure sound reasonably close? 
With that amount of power available for sale locally, you could op- 
erate your city plus your subsidy on a break-even basis? 

Mr. Corsrn. That breaks down into what kilowatts rather than 
kilowatt-hours? Of course, the kilowatts vary. 

Mr. Hosmer. Your peak in 1955, in January, at which time it was 
13,500, your average was apparently a good deal less than that. You 
were using a 33.7 percent load factor when you were at your peak, but 
with that kilowatt-hours, I presume then that since you calculated 
your electrical utility revenue on that basis, they would be adequate 
for the needs of the community. 

Mr. Corsrn. If I understand your question, those figures are for 
the present population. Now, any increase in the city is going to 
require more electricity. 











DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 35 


Mr. Hosmer. Would any increase in the city be an increase in 
personnel directly connected with the operation of the dam and 
powerplant, or would it be of an unrelated nature of increase in 
population? 

Mr. Corsin. It would be of an unrelated nature, I would say. 

Chairman AspINALL. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Corbin, for your testimony. 

Our next witness will be Miles Q. Romney, attorney for the Office 
of the Solicitor, United States Department of the Interior, Wash- 
ington, D.C. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Romney? 

Mr. Romney. No, sir; I do not. 

Chairman AsprINa.u. First, identify yourself for the record. 

Mr. Romney. I am Miles Q. Romney, Office of the Solicitor, 
Department of the Interior. In connection with your question, Mr. 
Chairman, for my own clarification, do you prefer that I address my 
comments to the bill as introduced in the House, H. R. 2890, and 
interpolate the amendments which were inserted by the Senate, or 
would you prefer that I confine my remarks merely to the text of 
H. R. 2890? 

Chairman AspInatut. The Chair and the committee prefers that 
vou refer to H. R. 2890 and interpolate its amendments. Do I 
understand that you are going to make reference to the analysis under 
date of November 15, 1955, which you prepared? 

Mr. Romney. I thought I would not make specific reference to this 
analysis, because of its length. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Unless I hear objection the report under 
date of November 15, 1955, prepared by Miles Q. Romney, will be 
made a part of the file. 

Mr. Hosmer. Reserving the right to object, may I ask the witness 
a question or two? 

Chairman Asptnatu. Yes, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. This purports to be a factual analysis, does it not? 

Mr. Romney. No, it is primarily a legal analysis with an explana- 
tion for the reasons for the particular provisions. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are there any statements of opinion in it, either for 
or against the matter of the city being turned over to the inhabitants 
or as respects to the power allottees’ revenues, and so forth? 

Mr. Romney. In the text of the analysis there are no statements 
of opinion, except insofar as the analysis represents the opinion of the 
Department of the Interior, submitted to the Congress, with recom- 
mendations for introduction of the proposed legislation which is now 
H. R. 2890. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does it contain any specification of the Department’s 
legal opinion with respect to section 8 of the proposed legislation? 

Mr. Romney. In the footnote, sir, on page 9 of the analysis, there 
is a reference to the Department’s opinion on the use of project power 
municipally. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, with the understanding that the 
matter is opinion and not fact, wherever these matters are encountered, 
I will withdraw my objection. 

Chairman AspiINnALL. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered and 
will be made a part of the file. 

Mr. Romney. Before beginning, Mr. Chairman, may I ask if vou 
would care to have me make a brief observation about your initial 
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question as to where the initiative lay in the proposal to issue order 
2650? 

Chairman AspiInauu. If you have the information of your own 
knowledge, the committee would like to have it. 

Mr. Romney. I have certain information based on my extended 
experience with this. 

Mr. Asprnauti. How long have you been involved in studying the 
matter? 

Mr. Romney. Off and on, sir, approximately 5 years. 

Mr. AspInauu. All right, proceed to the answer first, if you wish. 

Mr. Romney. Department order 2650 was issued, in my opinion, 
primarily from departmental initiative as part of a general program 
to implement the Reining report, to which Mr. Corbin referred in his 
testimony, Senate Document 196, 81st Congress. 

Mr. Asprnatt. What you are saying is simply that this initial 
movement was sponsored by the representatives of the United States 
Government; is that correct? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir; as part of a general program to get Boulder 
City to separate the city ‘from the Federal Government. 

The second part of your question dealt with the legislation itself, 
I have done some research on that question. I do not have the papers 
before me, but since 1942, there are statements in the record, sporadic 
statements, from the Department of the Interior and members of the 
appropriate House and Senate committees, generally, expressing the 
position that the Federal Government should do something about 
getting itself out of Boulder City. The Reining report is the first 
concrete effort which the Department of the Interior undertook to get 
factual material on which to base proposed legislation. 

H. R. 2890 has two primary purposes. One is to take the Govern- 
ment out of the business of operating and administering Boulder 
City and the business of acting as a real-estate owner. 

The second purpose is to assist in whatever way may be appro- 
priate and necessary, the incorporation of the community. Incorpo- 
ration has been decided as the best means for giving the people their 
own local self-government. 

These two objectives can be achieved most readily if they are com- 
bined in one legislative commitment. I will devote the first part of my 
comments to the first objective, which is getting the Federal Govern- 
ment out of the business of operating and owning Boulder City and 
acting as an owner of real estate. 

The houses which are owned by the Federal Government, under 
this bill, would be sold to private persons. Some of these houses are 
suitable for residential purposes and they would be sold for the pur- 
pose of continuing residence by the purchaser. Other houses are 
substandard and would be sold for off-site purposes only. The 
houses to be sold for residential purposes would be sold under 
system of priorities. There are three stages in the priority system. 

The first stage is a priority to the Government employee who is a 
resident in the house at the time it is offered for sale by the United 
States. If this employee does not choose to purchase the house, it 
and other houses similarly declined would be offered to other Federal 
employees in the area whose preference would be decided by a drawing, 
a public drawing. If there should be any of these houses unsold after 
the completion of the second priority program, the remaining houses 
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would be sold to the highest bidder at public sale, the price to be 
charged by the Federal Government to purchasers—I will have to 
correct my testimony, sir. The second priority, which I just de- 
scribed, is the priority in the bill as amended, S. 514. As introduced, 
H. R. 2890 provided that the second priority consist of persons em- 
ployed by the Federal Government in Boulder City, who would then 
bid in a closed group among themselves at not less than the appraised 
price. 

S. 514 was amended to change that. Now the second priority 1s 
established by public drawing. The third priority remains unchanged 
in S. 514, as amended. 

The purchase pric e under H. R. 2890 for houses in the first priority 
price oan be the appraised value. S. 514, as amended, establishes 
the purchase on a formula basis. The purpose of the formula is to 
recoup for the project the net cost of building and maintaining these 
houses. The formula would have an adjusting effect so that any 
gain which a purchaser got by virtue of his purchasing a house at less 
than the appraised value, would be spread over all purchasers of first 
and second priorities. 

Now, the point here is this. If houses are to be sold at their net 
cost to the project, most of that net cost will be determined by the 
book value of the house. Equal houses may have different book 
values, depending upon the date of their construction. A ‘person whe 
was fortunate e ‘nough to live in a house built 20 years ago may, if he 
purchases under book value or net cost, realize a capital gain, should 
he decide to sell his house at the appraised price. A purchaser who 
buys a house built 5 years ago not worth any more than a house built 
20 years ago would have, of course, substantially less capital gain, 
should he choose to sell the house. The formula equalizes this poten- 
tial capital gain. The capital gain would only eventuate if the pur- 
chase price under the formula should be less than the appraised value. 
The substandard houses are, as I mentioned, to be sold for offsite pur- 
poses only. They would simply be torn down or moved off to private 
property away, presumably, from the city. 

Chairman Asprvatu. You don’t mean that the material couldn’t be 
used? 

Mr. Romney. No, sir; the house simply would be taken from its 
foundation and removed from the site. 

The appraisals of the houses are to be done by the uneng ae Home 
Financing Agency. However, representatives of Boulder City would 
have an opportunity to consult with the appraisers and Ps the ap- 
praisers the benefit of their local knowledge on property values. The 
rules and regulations which the Secretary will necessarily issue to im- 
plement these property disposals would be prepared also with con- 
sultation on the part of representatives of the Boulder City com- 
munity. 

The land in Boulder City, as you know, is all owned by the Federal 
Government. Private buildings on the land are built with Govern- 
ment land leases. Most of these leases are long-term leases. As Mr. 
Corbin said, the maximum for residential purposes is 53 years. This 
poses a singular problem in working out a legislative bil Ae for the 
Boulder City separation program. These leases, some of them, are 
for as little as $60 a year. I am told it would be to the economic ad- 
vantage of many persons, whether they be purchasing or owning 
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houses, to simply hold under the lease and pay $60 a year; however, 
that would mean the Federal Government would be required to act 
as lessor, perhaps for an indefinite time. In order to avoid that and 
to make the transition from Federal to local control complete, the bill 
provides that the land will be transferred to the municipality. The 
municipality, of course, would take it, subject to the existing leases, 
and continue in the administration of those leases; however, many 
persons would be interested in buying the land under their privately 
owned homes. 

Therefore, the bill provides that they be given an opportunity to 
request their leases to be amended and, of course, any new leases 
would automatically contain this amendment, if the legislation is 
passed. The lease will be amended to provide that the owner of 
improvements should have an option to purchase the land at the 
appraised value. Here an amendment was written into the legislation 
by the Senate and it does not greatly change the provision in H. R. 
2890; however, it does look to the immediate appraisal of the value of 
the lot after incorporation of the municipality so that a potential pur- 
chaser, that is a house owner, would know what the value of his lot 
would be and would know that the option to purchase which he has 
had written into his lease would involve him in a specific financial 
obligation. 

There is an additional factor in the disposal of housing and the land, 
which is significant in this legislation. Purchasers under the first and 
second priorities and purchasers of the land or lots would be given a 
10 percent reduction in the purchase price, if the municipality should 
incorporate within 4 years from the date of passage of the legislation. 
The purpose of this 10 percent reduction is to encourage the munici- 
pality to proceed expeditiously toward incorporation, because the 
efficacy of this measure is to a great extent dependent upon eventual 
incorporation of the community. The reason the 4-year period is an 
amendment to H. R. 2890, which provided that the municipality 
should incorporate before July 1, 1957. The Senate committee de- 
cided and the Senate later adopted the date of 4 years from the date 
of enactment of the legislation. 

Speaking for myself from my own experience in discussing this 
question with the members of the Senate committee and its staff, 
it is my view that their rationale was that the city should be given an 
opportunity to incorporate by a special act of the Nevada Legislature. 

The next session of the Nevada Legislature convenes in January 
of 1957, that is, I think January is the month. It is conceivable that 
some obstacle, some reason might arise which would delay incorpora- 
tion during that session; therefore, if a date of 4 years from the date 
of enactment were chosen, and if it is assumed that the legislation 
should be passed during the forthcoming session of Congress, the 
4-year period would give the municipality the benefit of having two 
full sessions of the Nevada Legislature at their disposal to achieve 
incorporation by special act. 

The bill next proceeds to the area of disposing of the municipal plant 
and the related works. School buildings and the land and equipment 
are to be transferred to the local school district. It is to be noted this 
authority is not tied in with the incorporation of the municipality. 
It is my understanding that the idea here was to leave the Secretary 

















DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 39 


free to accommodate the special needs of the school district by imme- 
diate transfer, if appropriate and advisable. 

The town property, municipal plant buildings, streets, utilities, etc., 
would be transferred to the municipality on its incorporation. 

Now, this is the end of the disposal of property as a part of the 
general aim of the bill. Next, I will proceed to the discussion of the 
financial aspects of the bill. The bill would set up in the Treasury a 
special fund called the Boulder City Municipal Fund. All proceeds 
from the sale or disposal of the property under this measure would go 
into the Boulder City Fund. The major part of those proceeds would, 
of course, consist of moneys from the sale of the houses. 

Now, this fund would be available without appropriation for certain 
purposes. The purposes would be expenses of sales and second, the 
payment of rebates to housing purchasers under the first and second 
priority, if a purchase should be made of a house before the date of 
incorporation of the municipality. The point here is that until the 
municipality incorporates, there is no way of knowing whether i 
will incorporate within the period specified in the bill, that is, July 1, 
1957. Therefore, after incorporation, it will be necessary to make a 
rebate to the purchaser of a house, or his assignees or successors, of 10 
percent of the purchase price in order to carry out the intention of the 
10 percent reduction provision. 

S. 514, as amended, next provides an additional fund, without appro- 
priation, which would be used for the removal of houses in the Lake- 
view addition area. 

I neglected earlier to discuss that amendment. It is, of course, en- 
tirely new subject matter introduced into the legislation and perhaps 
it would be better for me to discuss that after I have finished the gen- 
eral discussion of H. R. 2890. 

The special fund called the Boulder City municipal fund would 
also be available for the appropriation by the Congress of additional 
money in the amount of $245,000 for payment to the municipality 
after the incorporation to take care of deferred maintenance, main- 
tenance which the project has not been able to keep up for a number 
of reasons, one of which, I understand, primarily is money, and for 
that reason— 

Mr. Sisk. May I ask a question with reference to this statement 
he made here? 

Chairman AsPpINALL. You may. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to have a clarification on your statement 
with reference to the handling of the $245,000. As I understand 
your statement, it didn’t jive with what was in the bill. 

Mr. Romney. I didn’t intend to imply any difference from what is 
in H. R. 2890. The money is to be used for the expenses of sale and 
payments of rebates to purchasers under the first and second priorities 
on the housing sale and would be available, without approrpiration. 
However, in order that $245,000 be paid to the munic ipality for 
maintenance, Congress would have to specifically appropriate that 
amount. A request would, presumably, be forthcoming from the 
Department of the Interior and Congress would appropriate from 
the fund $245,000. 

Mr. Sisk. All right. 

Mr. Romney. The next provision deals with the availability of 
electrical energy to the municipality. The power and utility system 
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would be transferred under an earlier section as part of the general 
municipal plant; however, the bill now must provide that the power 
be made available to the municipality for resale within the Boulder 
City municipal area. The authority to make that power available is 
contained in this bill H. R. 2890. The Secretary is also authorized 
to make available to the municipality water at the storage tanks of 
the municipality. The cost of lifting that water from Lake Mead 
and transmitting it to the storage tanks has been estimated to be 
approximately $100,000. The bill, therefore, provides that the Fed- 
eral Government and the power allottees, together, share the cost 
of lifting that water and putting it into the storage tanks. The 
mechanics of sharing this cost, Mr. Corbin has discussed briefly, but 
I would like to add to his statements. All of the allottees, of course, 
would share in this cost, not just some, since it would be the project’s 
share of pumping this water, which is a project cost that naturally 
falls on all the power allottees. 

Mr. Hosmer. I wanted him to explain further on that point. 

Mr. Romney. The moneys for the cost of pumping this water would 
come by appropriation from Congress out of the Colorado River Dam 
Fund; however, the share to be borne by the United States, as distin- 
guished from the share to be borne by the allottees, would be assumed 
in a back-door-method, so to speak. The Federal Government 
would simply forgive a portion of the long-term debt of the allot- 
tees equal to the amount of the Federal Government’s share in the 
cost annually of pumping water. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would the actual power used for that purpose be 
that referred to in article 4 of the General Regulations for Generation 
and Sale of Power in Accordance With the Boulder Canyon Project 
Adjustment Act? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir, it would come out of that. 

Mr. Hosmer. It would come out of the allocation of the Southern 
California Edison Co. and the department of water and power of the 
city of Los Angeles? 

Mr. Romney. It would come out of the amount reserved to the 
United States. 

Mr. Hosmer. In that sense, insofar as actual power is concerned, 
that would be properly allocated among the allottees, but only the 
financial part would be allocated among the allottees? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir, that is correct. The basis of the ratio, 
which is used to break this annual cost down into two components, is 
the employee ratio. By that, I mean, employees who serve project 
purposes gnlv form one group, irrespective of whether they are 
federally employed or not. The employees of the United States in the 
area for nonproject purposes, such as the Bureau of Mines employees, 
Park Service employees, Bureau of Reclamation, region 3, employees, 
would form the second group. The ratio between these two groups 
would establish the basis for segregating the annual cost which will 
not exceed $100,000 between the United States’ share and the allottees’ 
share. 

The Senate added two words and some figures to H. R. 2890. In 
this provision, the Senate included as part of the cost of water supply 
the service of filtering and treating the water. For that reason, the 
$100,000 maximum cost specified in H. R. 2890 was increased to 
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$150,000 in S. 514, as amended. This increase represents the ap- 
proximate annual cost of filtering and treating the water. 

The next provision would continue the present property-use 
restrictions, with particular emphasis on gambling, liquor trade, and 
so forth, found in the ground leases and other leases issued by the 
United States in the property to be transferred to non-Federal owner- 
ship under this bill. That is a requirement of the bill; however, these 
conditions would automatically terminate at the date of incorporation. 
Any control over the use of land for purposes such as these would 
then have to come from the municipality. S. 514, as amended, 
changes this very slightly but adds some special safeguards, which, it 
was the view of certain people in Boulder City as expressed in the 
hearings last May, would help their attitude and approach to this 
particular provision of the bill. 

The Senate amendment would continue these restrictive-use con- 
ditions for a period of 2 years after date of the incorporation. That 
would mean this, that if the people of Boulder City were not satisfied 
their charter gave them the desired control over use of their land 
in these particulars, which I mentioned earlier, they would have 
opportunity to amend that charter at a general election. The laws 
of the State of Nevada provide that any charter, regardless of how it 
originated, can be amended by the local electorate in a number of 
ways and one is at an election. For this reason, the peaple would 
have the protection, if they wished it, or if you call it so, for a period 
of 2 years after incorporation during which time they could initiate 
proposals for charter changes, if necessary. 

There is an additional provision, however, in the Senate amend- 
ment and that is that the municipal government, by its own motion 
or resolution, could cause any of these conditions to be terminated by 
the operation of law. Presumably it would do nothing which was 
contrary to the majority interest. The bill further provides 

Chairman AspInaALu. Just a minute. How much longer are you 
going to take? 

Mr. Romney. I am practically through. The bill next provides 
that the rights-of-way of the Boulder Dam transmission lines which 
cross the municipal area will be completely protected; that nothing 
prejudicial or ulterior will be done to the interest of the owners of the 
transmission lines in these rights of way. 

The bill will automatically terminate at the end of the fiseal year, 
1961. In case incorporation is not achieved by that time, 1961, it is 
felt additional steps and an additional approach to this problem would 
have to be taken. 

That is all I have, sir, except to repeat, I have not covered the 
Lakeview addition amendments to H. R. 2890. I would say Mr. 
Corbin has covered the material very a, and I will only add 
the fact that the moneys in Boulder City would be available for the 
removal or relocation of houses in connection with putting streets in, 
subdividing lots and blocks, and so forth. 

Chairman Asprnauu. If there is no objection the questioning of 
Mr. Romney will be continued at 1 :30 and will be limited to 30 minutes. 
Hearing no objection 

Mr. Hosmer. Reserving the right to object, I would like to reserve 
10 minutes of that. 
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Chairman AspINALL. We appreciate the fact that Mr. Romney 
had no opportunity or chance to make a prepared statement and for 
that reason, we have been understanding of your position. As a rule, 
we do like, especially from the Department, written statements so we 
can proceed as rapidly as possible. Your explanation has been very 
technical and very succinct. If we need further time than the 30 
minutes, we will have you available in Washington, D. C. 

If there is anvone who wishes to see the staff members or chairman 
about statements to be made this afternoon, you are at liberty to do 
so as soon as we recess this meeting. We will proceed more rapidly. 
If there are any witnesses or people who are appearing for the same 
matter as those who appeared before the hearing when Mr. Young 
was chairman, May 21, 1953, we would like to ask you to state whether 
your position is the same today as it was at that time. If it is the 
same, we will ask you to make your prepared statement part of our 
record and you will be subject to questions. 

Thank you very much. The Chair has appreciated the decorum of 
the audience at this morning’s session. 


MONDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 


(Miles Q. Romney took the stand and testified as follows :) 

Chairman AsprinaLuL. The committee will resume its hearings. Mr. 
Sisk, do you have any questions of the witness? 

Mr. Sisk. Well, yes; I would like to ask Mr. Romney 2 or 3 
questions here. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Romney, who, under H. R. 2890, would determine 
what is substandard development? 

Mr. Romney. The Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Sisk. The Secretary of the Interior shall be empowered to 
determine what is substandard and such property must be, of neces- 
sitv, removed from the grounds under consideration? 

Mr. Romney. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. Is there anything in this bill that authorizes that? I 
wasn’t aware of it. At any rate, that is your understanding of the 
bill? 

Mr. Romney. It is. 

Mr. Sisk. This 10 percent that is offered as an inducement, appar- 
ently I understand, is an inducement given to speed up incorpora- 
tion. What was the basis for the arrival at this allowance, 10 percent 
reduction in case of incorporation within any specified time? 

Mr. Romney. Is your question directed to the specific percentage 
or to the general principle? 

Mr. Sisk. To the general principle, if you can. On what basis 
was that arrived at? Why should there be a 10-percent reduction? 

Mr. Romney. It was felt that unless incorporation could be 
achieved and achieved fairly expeditiously, the legislation might 
prove fruitless. 

Mr. Sisk. Pardon me. You mean to say that probably the people 
of Boulder City might not vote for incorporation then? 

Mr. Romney. No; we did not quite mean it in those terms. It 
would require a certain municipal effort to have a charter drafted 
and take the necessary legal steps to get incorporated and it neces- 
sarily involves the canal acquiescence on the part of the majority 
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of the people of Boulder City. This whole organizational effort, we 
felt, should not be allowed to linger or stagnate and the 10-percent 
discount would be some inducement toward getting the job of incor- 
poration promptly done. 

Mr. Sisk. The figure of 10 percent then, was that a figure picked 
out of the air as being a nice, round figure, or did you have a particular 
reason for that? 

Mr. Romney. No, sir; the figure was not just picked out of the air. 
I would say, and this is only from my recollection, that the reason that 
10 percent was picked, was it wasn’t too large and it wasn’t too small, 
and the Atomic Energy Commission proposals which proceeded along 
about the same time as our proposals were being formulated had 
offered a blanket 10-percent discount. Those Atomic Energy Com- 
mission proposals are now written into law and as you know, their dis- 
count has been raised to 15 percent. It is not tied to the Atomic 
Energy Commission Act. 

Mr. Sisk. I think that is sufficient. You are representing the 
Department of the Interior; is that correct? 

Mr. Romney. Let me answer the question this way, Mr. Sisk. 
Insofar as questions relate to H. R. 2890, I am prepared to speak 
for the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you this question. If you can answer, fine. 
If you can’t, fine. The question I have is this. Is it the Department’s 
attitude, or is it your recollection that it is the Department’s attitude, 
that the amendments as explained in Senate bill 514 are in line with 
the thinking of the Department, that it is their recommendation that 
such amendments be incorporated in H. R. 2890? 

Chairman AspiInaALu. Before the answer is given, is the witness in a 
position to answer that statement? 

Mr. Romney. I am not. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, that is why I was asking. It was a 
matter of whether or not you were in a position or whether or not 
you knew what the Department’s recommendation would be. 

Mr. Youna. I have no questions. 

Mr. Upatu. I won’t ask any questions. I understand that Mr. 
Hosmer has been recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Romney, how long have you been with the 
Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Romney. I went to work for the Bureau of Reclamation in 
January of 1950. 

Mr. Hosmer. You wouldn’t know whether or not there are any 
political pressures placed on Congress because of the McKeeversville 
situation in the forties? 

Mr. Romney. No, sir, I would not. 

Mr. Hosmer. There have been some changes in the figure as to the 
limit of the subsidy on pumping water from $100,000 to $150,000, has 
there not? 

Mr. Romney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that additional $50,000 for treating and filtering 
the water? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Isn’t it a fact that most of the municipal water along 
the Colorado River is taken out at the cost of treating and filtering 
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and that cost is considered a cost of the community and not of 
anybody else’s? 

Mr. Romney. I am not familiar down along the other parts, sir, 
and the— 

Mr. Hosmer. Did you give any advice in respect to the changing 
of the figure? 

Mr. Romney. No, I did not. May I add that my service to the 
Senate committee was merely as a draftsman. 

Mr. Hosmur. Very well. 

Mr. Romney. With no commitment on the part of the Department 
of the Interior being involved in my services. 

Mr. Hosmer. Referring to the second map that was under discus- 
sion this morning and the green area that was described as the present 
area of Boulder City, could you furnish this committee with a descrip- 
tion of that area? 

Mr. Romney. A legal description? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. Romney. That green bordered area. I will be able to obtain 
that and will be happy to furnish the committee with that information. 

Mr. Hosmer. I ask that we have unanimous consent. 

Chairman AspinaLtu. Without objection, the description of the 
area concerned will be received from Mr. Romney and made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Sisk. I will reserve the right to object. The description you 
desire is the one bordered by the green? 

Mr. Hosmer. I believe the witness understands that. 

Chairman Aspt1nautu. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


DESCRIPTION OF BovuLpER City BouNnDAPyY, TEPPITORY OF SUPEPVISION, BUREAU 
oF RECLAMATION, AS APPROVED AuGusT 15, 1947 


Lying within sections 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 15, and 16, township 23 south, range 64 
east, Mount Diablo base meridian, and more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the south boundary of section 9, one thousand three 
hundred twenty-one and four-tenths (1,821.4) feet east of the common corner of 
Sections 8, 9, 16 and 17, Township 23 South, Range 64 Fast, M. D. B. M., and 
running thence the following courses and distances: 

(1) North 0°—01’—49’’ west four hundred (400) feet to a point; 

(2) North 28°—16’—55’’ west one thousand eight hundred seventy-six and 
nine-tenths (1,876.9) feet to a point; 

(3) North 538°—45’—59’’ west one thousand seven hundred ninety-eight and 
four-tenths (1,798.4) feet to a point; 

(4) North 36°—01’—58”’ west six hundred sixty-seven (667.0) feet to a point 
in the southern edge of the right of way of U. 8. Highway 93-466; 

(5) Thence in a southwesterly direction following the south side of the highway 
right-of-way, curving toward the south with a radius of six hundred forty-one 
and nine-tenths (641.9) feet with a central angle of 0°—20’—56”’ for a distance 
of three and forty-four one-hundredths (3.44) feet to a point of tangency; 

(6) Thence still following the south edge of the highway right-of-way south 
50°—58’—43’’ west one thousand ninety-six and seven-tenths (1,096.7) feet to a 
point of curve; 

(7) Thence still following the south side of the highway right-of-way as it 
curves toward the north with a radius of six thotsand forty (6,040) feet with a 
central angle of 13°—05’—-56”’ for a curve distance of one thousand three hundred 
eighty and eighty-four one-hundredths (1,380.84) feet to a point; 

(8) Thence at a right angle to the tangent of the curve, south 25°—53’—01”’ 
east one hundred fifty (150.0) feet to a point; 

(9) Thence with a curve bearing toward the north and parallel to the right-of- 
way of U. S. Highway 93-466, with a radius of six thousand one hundred ninety 
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(6,190) feet and central angle of 18°—37’—12”’ for a curve distance of two thou- 
sand eleven and sixty-three one-hundredths (2,011.63) feet to a point on the 
western boundary of section 8 herein above-mentioned; 

(10) Thence with the western boundary of section 8 crossing U. 5S. Highway 
93-466 north 0°—03’—15’’ west one thousand eight hundred forty and one-tenth 
(1,840.1) feet to a point in the southeast margin of the right-of-way of the Cali- 
fornia Electric Power Company transmission line; 

(11) Thence with the southeast margin of the said transmission line right-of- 
way north 39°—54’—37”’ east four thousand nine hundred ninety-two and three- 
tenths (4,992.3) feet to a point; 

(12) Thence still following the southeast margin of the right-of-way of the 
California Electric Power Company transmission line north 57°—12’—38”' east 
three thousand seven hundred ninety-four (3,794.0) feet to a point; 

13) Thence leaving the right-of-way of the transmission line and running 
south 89°—58’—00”’ east four thousand one hundred sixty-six and six-tenths 
(4,166.6) feet to a point on the north and south line dividing sections 3 and 4 
herein above-mentioned; 

(14) Thence south 89°—58’—09”’ east three thousand nine hundred sixty and 
six-tenths (3,960.0) feet to a point; 

(15) Thence south 0°—07’—28”’ east three thousand nine hundred sixty-one and 
two-tenths (3,961.2) feet to a point on the east and west line dividing sections 3 
and 10 herein above-mentioned ; 

(16) Thence south 0°—02’—29”’ east two thousand four hundred one and one- 
tenth (2,401.1) feet to a point on the northwest margin of the right-of-way of the 
South 230-kv Magnesium Transmission Line; 

(17) Thence with the northwest margin of the said right-of-way south 
44°—43’—35’’ west six thousand five hundred twenty-eight and three-tenths 
(6,528.3) feet to a point on the northwest margin of the said right-of-way; 

(18) Thence still with the said margin of the said right-of-way south 40 
05’—32’’ west two thousand eight hundred seventy-one and forty-four one 
hundredths (2,871.44) feet to a point; 

(19) Thence leaving the right-of-way of the South 230-—kv Magnesium Trans- 
mission Line north 89°—57’—14’’ west one thousand four hundred seventy- 
eight and seven-tenths (1,478.7) feet to a point; 

(20) Thence north 0°—01’—49’’ west three thousand nine hundred sixty-one 
and three-tenths (3,961.3) feet to the point or place of beginning, containing two 
thousand five hundred sixty-nine and twenty-nine one hundredths (2,569.29) 
acres, be the same more or less. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know, in your own mind, any advantage that 
might occur to the city by virtue of including the power lines within 
the ¢ ity, other than the financial distribution that might be made to it 
from Clark County? 

Mr. Romney. I can only say it is my recollection from the hearings 
held by the Senate subcommittee in May of this year that testimony 
was presented by representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation here 
on that score and | would prefer to defer to them in answering that 
particular question. 

Mr. Hosmer. If you want to say no, why say no and don’t take 
up my time. 

Mr. Romney. I do not, sir. I am sorry. 

Mr. Hosmer. There was a change in the amount of power specified 
in section 8 of the Senate bill; was there not? 

Mr. Romney. No, sir; there was no change in section 8 from H. R. 
2890 to S. 514. 

Mr. Hosmer. Wasn’t there, at one time, a figure of 17,000 kilowatts 
in one of these bills? 

Mr. Romney. Well, there still is, siz 

Mr. Hosmer. In the House bill? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Senate bill was originally 19,500 kilowatts; isn’t 
that correct? 
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Mr. Romney. No, sir, I think the Senate bill was the same. 

Mr. Hosmer. Seventeen thousand? 

Mr. Romney. Well, perhaps I should clarify, there is an option on 
the part of the Secretary to increase the 17,500 to 19,500, if the 
Bureau of Mines electrical metallurgical laboratory should cease to 
be a consumer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I see. Is that provision in both bills? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir. * 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, do you know whether or not it is possible for 
an incorporated city in Nevada to pass ordinances against gambling? 

Mr. Romney. I do not know the answer to that question, sir, but 
I think my answer should be supplemented by this statement. 

Mr. Hosmer. If you don’t know, you don’t know. Do you have 
any further information to offer? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir, ] have further information pertinent to your 
question. The municipalities in Nevada can choose to issue or deny 
any licenses. Without those municipal licenses, there can be no 
gambling. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is administrated by the city? 

Mr. Romney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. By the city officials. 

Mr. Romney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not the type of act which would place this issue 
before the people themselves on a ballot on election day? 

Mr. Romney. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does the same pertain to prostitution? 

Mr. Romney. | am not certain, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, you are familiar with the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act; are you not? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. That act required that the Secretary of the Interior 
execute contracts that would bring revenue sufficient to pay off the 
project’s repayable costs within 50 years prior to the time a shovel full 
of dirt was turned on the project, correct? 

Mr. Romney. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Were such contracts executed? 

Mr. Romney. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a fact that in order to pay out 64 percent of 
firm power, power had to be sold? 

Mr. Romney. I don’t know that is the exact percent, sir. I am 
not familiar with that. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is the exact percent, according to my infor- 
mation. My information is also, and if you know other facts, please 
correct me, that the city of Los Angeles and the Southern California 
Edison Co., between them, executed the contracts to take and/or pay 
for that 64 percent, or whatever was necessary to pay out the project. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Romney. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, it was not until 1952, that 
Arizona and Nevada took up to the allotments they could take under 
this act. 

Mr. Romney. I believe that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Therefore, the two allottees, Southern California 
Edison Co. and the city of Los Angeles were, in effect, underwriting 
the project by their contracts? 
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Mr. Romney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. And that is, if either Arizona or Nevada, at any 
time in the future, reduces the amount of power it takes, those guaran- 
teed provisions come back into effect and the two California allottees 
have to take it. 

Mr. Romney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a matter of fact that the 20,000 kilowatts 
that are mentioned in section 8 would come only out of the two 
southern California allottees, Southern California Edison Co. and 
the city of Los Angeles? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you have any idea how much a maximum user 
of that 20,000 kilowatts would reduce either one of the allottees in 
their own available power? 

Mr. Romney. I do not know precisely how much, sir. I do know 
it would certainly reduce it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be a substantial amount of reduction? 

Mr. Romney. I am not prepared to say, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, in Mr. Corbin’s testimony he made reference 
to the city being of advantage to all allottees, did he not? 

Mr. Romney. I think he did, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you feel that was a correct statement? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir, in this way. The city has been deemed 
essential to the efficient operation of the Boulder Canyon project. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it not be advantageous to them in the amount 
of power they are allotted? 

Mr. Romney. I would say so, yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Substantially, that proportion? 

Mr. Romney. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Yet, this bill as it is now written would require that 
all the burden be borne by only two of the allottees, insofar as section 
8 is concerned. 

Mr. Romney. Yes, sir, in the sense in which you expressed it, that 
is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think that is all. 

Chairman AspInaLt. Mr. Romney, do you know whether or not 
there was any local participation, that is, participation from local 
groups and local people in the preparation of the legislation now 
before the committee? 

Mr. Romney. Yes, there was, sir. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Their suggestions were taken into considera- 
tion? 

Mr. Romney. Very much, sir. 

Chairman AspInALL. Would you say, from your knowledge of the 
situation, that more than likely if H. R. 2890 or S. 514 had “received 
the approval of the Congress and the Chief Executive that the majority 
of the people here would accept the responsibility of incorporation, 
providing the State authorized corporation procedures? 

Mr. Romney. If I may be permitted to express my personal 
opinion 





Chairman AspINALu. That is what I want. 
Mr. Romney. On the basis of my contact with the people and my 
experience in working with this measure, I would say, ves. 
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Chairman AsprInauu. Are there any further questions? Thank you, 
Mr. Romney. It may be necessary for the committee to call you in 
Washington, D.C. 

Chairman AsprnatL. The next witness will be Mr. E. A. Moritz, 
chairman of the Boulder City Advisory Council and former regional 
director of the Bureau of Reclamation. Mr. Moritz. 

Mr. Morirz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, my 
name is E. A. Moritz, chairman of the Boulder City Advisory Council 
and I appear here for just a few minutes at the request of the advisory 
council and to convey to the committee, first, the appreciation of the 
council for the attention that has been given by the Members of the 
Congress to the Boulder City legislation. We appreciate that greatly 
and [I speak for the people of Boulder City through the advisory 
council. 

The other matter I was asked to present was the concurrence of the 
advisory council, on the whole, in the legislation under discussion, 
with one exception. The council, after considerable deliberation and 
discussion and study of financial records, concluded that the limite- 
tion on the cost of furnishing water, namely, $150,000, which is con- 
tained in the Senate bill 514, as amended, should be eliminated. The 
council asked me to so recommend to the committee. 

The reason for that recommendation is based on the great de- 
pendency of Boulder City for an adequate water supply at a reasonable 
cost. The Boulder City water system, that is the supply system 
for Boulder City, is as the arteries of a human being. It furnishes the 
lifeblood of the community. As has been pointed out in the report 
on this legislation and in the bill itself, statements are contained that 
point up the great need for adequate water supply for the city at 
reasonable cost. 

Now, this bill S. 514 makes provisions for furnishing such water 
supply at no cost to the municipality, but it puts a limitation of 
$150,000 on that cost. In the first place, it is difficult to determine 
what it will cost, unless it is specifically outlined in all its items. In 
the second place, costs are constantly increasing; therefore, the council 
has considered it wise to recommend, and it hopes the committee will 
accept that recommendation, to delete that limitation from the bill 
and permit that limitation to be contained entirely in that of the 
rate of flow and, consequently, the total quantity of water delivered. 

There is another limit to the extent the cost might run in that, 
the Secretary, at the end of each 5-year period, is to make a review 
of the need for this subsidy in order to make the community self- 
supporting. He is to review that figure, or that need, every 5 years 
and make reports to the Congress for such changes, presumably up 
or down, as he deems necessary. 

Now, some figures and further statements supporting this recom- 
mendation will be furnished with exhibits by another member of our 
advisory council, Mr. Bruce Eaton, who will appear as a witness a 
little later. He is superintendent of operations for the city and is 
thoroughly familiar with all phases of those operations. Therefore, 
I am not presenting any figures in support of the recommendation 
of the council, but I will leave that for later. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Are there any questions? The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California. 
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Mr. Sisk. Just one. As I understand, Mr. Moritz, your recom- 
mendation is that the bill should carry, rather than the limitation 
such as is included in the bill, it should carry more or less an open- 
end proposition, whereby the city of Boulder would be continuously 
furnished water to meet its requirements? 

Mr. Morirz. Up to the limits stated herein. There is a limit 
stated herein. 

Mr. Sisk. Do I understand you were opposing the limit? 

Mr. Moritz. The financial limit, the monetary ceiling of $150,000 
in cost. 

Mr. Sisk. Up to the limit in the amount of water? 

Mr. Morirz. That is right. If any large increases in the city occur 
then the city must supply the additional water system that is provided 
for. 

Mr. Younc. When you say “limit,’’ you would have the limit of 
the existing facilities which are now here in Boulder City? 

Mr. Monrrz. Yes. 

Mr. Upauu. I noticed in reading some of the data available here 
there has been, in the past, dispute regarding section 10, which is con- 
cerned with the restrictions on use of land with respect to gambling, 
and so forth. Is that section as it now stands acceptable to the 
present advisory council? 

Mr. Morirz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upauu. That is all. 

Mr. Hosmer. Assuming that all the people who were getting water 
out of the river found a short: age of water and had to, among them- 
selves, voluntarily, take a reduction in their quantities they have been 
using. Do you think it would be fair, under the provisions you en- 
dorse, that Boulder City take a reduction, a prorated reduction, along 
with everybody else? 

Mr. Morirz. I don’t think Boulder City should be treated any 
differently from anybody else. 

Mr. Hosmer. What if the various people who take power from 
Boulder out here, because of a water shortage, have to voluntarily 
reduce the power that they take. Do you think Boulder City should 
take a prorated reduction along with them? 

Mr. Moritz. I do. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Are there any other questions. If not, thank 
you very much, Mr. Moritz, for your contribution. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Elton Garrett of the Boulder City 
Chamber of Commerce. For the record, will you identify yourself. 

Mr. Garrett. My name is Elton Garrett. As president of the 
Boulder City Chamber of Commerce, I have been authorized to 
make this presentation on bebalf of the chamber of commerce. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Before you make your statements, Mr. 
Garrett, does this statement differ materially from the statement 
that was made by Richard Heher on the 21st of September 1953, 
or do you know? 

Mr. Garrert. | would say about one-third of it has been changed, 
the context. One of the amendments suggested by the advisory 
council and planning board is included in our recommendation. 

Chairman AspINALL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Garrett. Since the end of World War II, there has been a 
steady migration of population and industry to the southwestern part 
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of the United States. As a result of this migration, every city and 
town in the Southwest has increased in population and activity, with 
one outstanding exception. ‘Tremendous growth has resulted in such 
places as Mojave, Palmdale, Barstow and Las Vegas, to say nothing 
of the larger cities. 

The one exception to this trend has been Boulder City, Nev., which 
actually has diminished in population and business activity. 

The reasons for this retrogression are quite obvious. Builders and 
subdividers are not interested in developing land to which they cannot 
acquire title because conventional financing of long-term loans on 
residential property begins with the land and the title thereto. 

A number of reputable subdividers and developers have expressed 
interest in land adjacent to Boulder City, but have dropped negotia- 
tions immediately upon learning that it is impossible to acquire title 
to the land. This has prevented Boulder City from enjoying the 
growth that has been experienced by every other town and city in the 
Southwest. It has also denied the residents and prospective resi- 
dents of Boulder City the opportunity to purchase modern homes on 
the low downpayment and long-term-loan plans prevailing through- 
out the country. 

Under existing conditions the only way that additional sites may 
be made available for residential construction is for the Bureau of 
Reclamation to make the necessary investment in utilities, which they 
have been reluctant to do. Light industries have expressed interest 
in locating here and have been discouraged for the same reasons. 

During this same period many residents of Boulder City, Hender- 
son and Las Vegas have expressed a desire to build a home of their 
own in Boulder City but have found it impossible to do so, because 
no building lots were available. We are informed by the city manager 
that he has in his file over a hundred and fifty firm applications for 
lots on which to build homes. There are still no lots available. He 
reports that an average of 5 or 6 verbal requests are received weekly. 

The recent adjustment of rents on Government-owned residential 
units to conform to prevailing rental rates in the area has resulted in a 
substantial increase in rents to tenants of these units. 

During the past 9 months approximately a hundred Boulder City 
families have purchased homes in Henderson or Las Vegas on a low- 
downpayment, long-term-loan basis and have left Boulder City for 
the simple reason that the monthly payments on their new homes are 
considerably less than rent on the ones they have vacated. Given 
the opportunity to purchase homes on the same basis in Boulder 
City, most of these people would have preferred to remain here. 

Boulder City has long since outgrown its original single purpose 
and has of recent years more nearly assumed the character ‘of a normal 
town of 4,000 people. While in 1949, the population of the town was 
about evenly divided between Government and non-Governmeni 
people, the period from 1949 to 1954 has seen a decrease of slightly 
more than 30 percent in the number of Government employees. 
Therefore, the original necessity for operation by the Federal Gov- 
ernment no longer exists, particularly in view of the Government's 
expressed intention of ceasing its role as operator of this and other 
federally owned municipalities. 

As we interpret it, the Boulder City bills now under consideration, 
H. R. 2890 and 5S. 514, as amended, is designed to accomplish five 
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specific objectives: (1) to remove the Federal Government from the 
operation of the municipality and to relieve the Department of the 
Interior of a recurring annual deficit averaging some $193,000; (2) 
to make it possible for United States citizens to acquire title to land 
in Boulder City for development in the same manner and under the 
same financing arrangements as are available to citizens in other 
parts of the country; @) to make it possible for Government em- 
ployees to purchase the homes they now occupy on terms and under 
conditions similar to those prevailing elsewhere; (4) to permit 
present lessees, if they wish, to acquire title to the land which they 
occupy and upon which they have made improvements at their sole 
expense; (5) to make available to the citizens of Boulder City the 
right, privilege and obligation of complete self-government on a 
sound and reasonable basis. 

With the foregoing in mind, the Boulder City Chamber of Com- 
merce enthusiastically recommends the passage of the proposed bill, 
H. R. 2890, essentially as amended by the Senate bill, S. 514, as 
amended, with the following minor exception: 

We concur with the Boulder City advisory council and Boulder 
City planning board in suggested change in the western boundary of 
the proposed city limits, whereby the west boundary of the city 
limits should coincide with the east right-of-way boundary line of 
Highway 95, the Searchlight Highway, as described in the recom- 
mendations of the above-mentioned advisory council and planning 
commission. 

Economic conditions have grown steadily worse in Boulder City 
during the past 5 years, with an alarming rate of business failures and 
at the present time some 14 business buildings are standing vacant. 
Fear, uncertainty and misapprehension concerning the status of the 
Boulder City legislation have brought the morale of the community to 
an alltime low. 

Many fine citizens have left Boulder City to live elsewhere because 
of the uncertainty of their future here. For these reasons, we feel 
that early and decisive action on the Boulder City bill is urgently 
needed. 

We feel that we cannot be too emphatic in trying to impress upon 
vou gentlemen the urgency of early action on this bill. The feeling 
of uncertainty pertinent to delay in this matter has had a paralyzing 
effect on an already infirm business community. Speedy action on 
this bill will undoubtedly clarify the situation and permit the populace 
of Boulder City to make plans for their future operations. 

In the face of the fact of the passage of Senate bill 514 and of passage 
by both Houses of similar bills pertaining to the parallel situations 
relative to the towns of Richland, Wash., and Oak Ridge, Tenn., at 
the 1st session of the 84th Congress, it is our fervent hope that your 
committee will find it advisable to take similar action at the earliest 
possible moment of the 2d session of the 84th Congress on this bill. 

The members of the Boulder City Chamber of Commerce are of the 
opinion that the citizens of this community need have no apprehen- 
sion concerning the future of Boulder City once the legislation has 
passed and the provisions of the bill are carried out and that any 
existing fear of excessive future taxation is entirely unfounded. Our 
experience with the Boulder City Hospital should be reassuring. 
Faced with the imminent closing of the hospital by the Federal Gov- 
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ernment, because of an annual average deficit of $54,000, a nonprofit 
corporation composed of Boulder City citizens assumed the manage- 
ment of the institution, For slightly more than 1 year the hospital 
has been operated by this group on a self-supporting basis. 

We sincerely believe that similar economies can be affected in the 
operation of the municipality itself. We believe that the municipality, 
upon incorporation, will find itself in a sound and favorable position, 
completely self-supporting, with every right to expect sound, normal, 
and prosperous growth for many years to come. 

The bill as passed by the Senate having met the requirements of 
most interested groups in Boulder ( ‘itv, we enthusiastically recommend 
the passage of this bill as it was passed by the Senate, with the excep- 
tion of the boundary adjustment mentioned above. 

With respect to the question asked of City Manager Corbin this 
morning, he mentioned the fact that I might be able to give something 
of an answer to the question, was it the Government or Was it the 
people of Boulder City who gave impetus to the starting of this move, 
With reference to that, I will say it is my personal opinion that the 
impetus came from both. The impetus has been growing. It has 
bounced back and forth, if you will, from Government agency to the 
people and the impetus is’ an intertwined matter, T will point to 
the Rabuck & Browne survey. Mr. Rabuck and Mr. Browne were 
sent officially to Boulder City, I believe, in 1944 to make studies look- 
ing toward changes in the physical setup and the government of 
Boulder City. That move came from the Department of the Interior. 
As to the instigation of that, I believe that is of record and could 20 
into ihe record, but at the time Mr. Browne and Mr, Rabuck were in 
Boulder City, the citizens of Boulder City did not take as active an 
interest as they did later, The citizens had an opportunity at that 
time to shape up certain municipal services, certain impetus toward 
self-government, if they had chosen to do so. A later study by a Mr. 
Wright, authorized by the Department of the [nierior, similarly was 
an official act of the Department of the Interior. 

Citizens, individuals and groups, from time to time worked as 
getting solutions to such problems as school funds, requesting each 
year a special appropriation consideration for the operation of the 
schools, in view of the fact the tax base was not broad enough to oper- 
ate the schools without Federal aid. Kach year a request had to be 
made for that Federal assistance. From time to time that Federal 
assistance was threatened in Congress. It was an insecure thing for 
our schools. That, and the fact the community could not very well 
srow were among some of the main reasons that prompted a citizen’s 
petition about 1949, which was sent back to the Department of the 
Interior with a thousand hanes, or approximately one-fourth of the 
persons living in Boulder City having signed the petition, requesting 
a solution of various civie problems relating to Boulder City. That 
petition was very general, Tt requested a solution of municipal and 
school problems, with relation to the finances, and so forth. 

I believe I can say without fear of contradiction the impetus for this 
has come from many sources and they have focused and come closer 
and closer together upon this proposed solution, with Various groups 
participating, not during the Reining hearing, but during the Senate 
hearing, the hearing conducted by Congressman Young and others—— 
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Chairman AspinaLtt. How long have you been a resident of 
Boulder City, Mr. Garrett? 

Mr. Garrett. Since 1931, the start of the community. 

Mr. Asprnatu. In what business do you now engage? 

Mr. Garrett. I am in real-estate work and manager of the cham- 
ber of commerce. 

Mr. AspINna.u. Is it your opinion, or do you have an opinion, as to 
whether or not the people would vote for incorporation if some such 
legislation as proposed here became law? 

‘Mr. Garrert. I believe the vy would. 

Mr. AsPINALL. In vour statement you refer to the fact that at the 
present time the Department of the Interior has a recurring annual 
deficit averaging $193,000, because of its responsibility in the opera- 
tion of the community. From whence did you get that information? 

Mr. Garrett. Those figures were made available during the hear- 
ings conducted by Dr. Reining in Boulder City nearly 6 vears ago. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Have they “been brought down to date, to your 
knowledge? 

Mr. Garrett. Those figures as of last vear would be different. 
That is based upon a long-term average rather than a recent vear. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Who has to stand that deficit in the long run? 

Mr. Garrett. Our understanding is that those deficits are taken 
care of through funds authorized by the Congress; however, that is 
with the power allottees tied into the underwriting by their purchase 
of power. 

Mr. Asprna.u. In reality, they are charged into cost of construction 
of the project, are they not? 

Mr. Garrett. Indirectly and eventually that would be true, I 
believe. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Garrett, you made a statement on the last page 
here that you believe that the municipality, upon incorporation, will 
find itself in a sound and favorable position, « completely self-supporting, 
with every right to expect sound, normal, and prosperous growth for 
many years to come. In view 2 that statement would you still 
favor enactment of H. R. 2890 or S. 514, as amended, if the subsidy 
was removed with reference to w sie in its entirety? 

Mr. Garretr. That would be very difficult to answer. I believe 
that the justification for the subsidy has been pretty well pointed up in 
discussion of officials of the Department of the Interior. I believe the 
officials of the Department of the Interior and Bureau of Reclamation 
recognize the importance . maintaining facilities here for their em- 
ployees down through the years and the difficulties in this location of 
the city being so far raiovell from the source of water. There is 
inherently, in this situation, a need for Uncle Sam to provide those 
employees with a place to live and if it were not done on a self-govern- 
ing basis, Uncle Sam would still have to do it anvhow. So, I believe 
the officials of the Department of the Interior have worked it out, not 
as an individual matter, but as a matter of the thinking all up and 
down the line of the Department of Interior and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. I hesitate to answer your question with an out-and-out 
yes or no. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you this. In view of your outright stand for 
this legislation, would you continue to support the House bill, 
presently written, affording the subsidy of $100,000 in preference to 
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no bill at the present time? Maybe I didn’t make my question clear. 
Your Senate bill, as amended, is what you favor in your statement? 

Mr. Garrett. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. That provides for $150,000? 

Mr. Garrett. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Would your attitude still be the same if we do not accept 
the Senate bill and have passed the House bill, which provides for 
$100,000, leaving a deficit of fifty or sixty thousand dollars? Would 
vou still favor the passage of the House bill? 

Mr. Garrett. Officially, as a representative of the chamber of 
commerce, I am afraid I wouldn’t want to answer that. As an 
individual, plain Elton Garrett, I believe, first, that there is substan- 
tial justification for that. I believe 

Mr. Sisk. For what? 

Mr. Garrett. For that subsidy as worked out. 

Mr. Sisk. You mean the $150,000? 

Mr. Garrett. Yes; the $150,000. 

Mr. Sisk. You would oppose this legislation with only the hundred 
thousand dollars? 

Mr. Garrett. I wouldn’t say I would oppose it. 

Chairman AspInaLu. You wouldn’t be satisfied with it. 

Mr. Garrett. I wouldn’t be happy or satisfied. 

Mr. Sisk. From my understanding, you feel this legislation permit- 
ting Boulder City to become a municipality under the laws of the 
State of Nevada will greatly improve business conditions. It will 
bring more people, industry, more activity into the community. 

Mr. Garrert. It will make that possible. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. In view of that, don’t you feel there might be a possible 
chance that the income from this additional industry and business 
that would come in would more than offset this $50,000, which may 
tend to cause vou to lose the legislation, might possibly, let us say? 

Mr. Garrerr. I believe it does help provide potentialities for 
development. I believe that there is a provision in the bill, Congress- 
man, providing for a study to be made each 5 vears with regard to 
the equity of that provision, so that, if the town does grow in that 
fashion, in 5 years an adjustment could be made to make it more 
nearly in line with equity. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Garrett, Mr. Corbin told us this morning that 
the city was originally located here as a base for the operation of the 
Hoover Dam in connection with that activity and the reason he felt 
the Federal Government should subsidize the city was because that 
amount of people still has to be maintained in the city. Yet, you 
testified that the original need for the operation of the Federal Govern- 
ment activities no longer exists. Who is right, you or Mr. Corbin? 

Mr. Garrett. I believe it could be stated this way. The original, 
single purpose of the town was the housing of those people building 
the dam. The need for continuing the town rested in the number of 
people operating the dam. In view of the fact that other branches 
of government service, such as the Bureau of Mines and the Park 
Service, also, persons commuting to Henderson, the industrial 
community near here, and even to Las Vegas—in other words, the fact 
that we have outgrown that single, individual purpose has lessened 
the proportion of the total need that is inherent in the original opera- 
tors of the town. The Bureau of Reclamation had 100 percent of the 
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need on its back at first. Now the Bureau of Reclamation has a 
proportionate amount and other people have the rest of the responsi- 
bility. I believe that is a more correct statement. 

Mr. Hosmer. Those other unrelated activities have developed. 

Mr. Garrett. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. As you look forward here to the expansion of the 
community, the exapnsion would also be an unrelated nature of 
development to the operation of the dam. Is that right? 

Mr. GARRETT. Right. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mentioned business and industry. To what 
would you look forward in that line? 

Mr. Garrett. Nonoffensive, light industry, increase of tourist 
services, people seeking this climate for health purposes and some 
retired people; although, we don’t think of this type of town for 
strictly retired people. This is a potential water-sports center, with 
a world’s record for speed having been set on Lake Mead within the 
past week. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are you dissatisfied in any way with that figure 
Mr. Corbin gave us of $225,000 anticipated revenue from the sale 
of electrical power? Do you feel that is a fair figure? 

Mr. Garrett. | think it is a fair figure. 

Mr. Hosmer. You wouldn’t consider it fair, would you, to have 
these other unrelated developments in this area underwritten by 
this power that comes out of the allottees from other areas, would 
you? 

Mr. Garrett. I wouldn’t expect them to be underwritten by the 
power allottees. In fact, I believe the main concept is to avoid that 
very thing, to see that any potential growth takes care of that 
potential growth. That was essentially the reason for setting up the 
Rabuck-Browne study in the first place. 

Mr. Hosmer. You would not oppose, but endorse, provisions that 
might be added to this bill to insure that extra burden was not placed 
on the power allottees? 

Mr. Garrett. I would think that would be eminently fair. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understood it this morning, I think the amount 
used here at! the present time is around 40 million kilowatt-hours 
per year? Do you know whether that is possible? 

Mr. Garrett. | would take Harold Corbin’s word for that. I do 
not know of my own knowledge. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know of any way in which the issue of 
gambling and prostitution, in case Boulder City is incorporated, could 
be placed on a ballot for the people to vote on it? 

Mr. Garrett. In electing officials, I believe the citizens can 
pretty much determine what the ordinances are that they want or 
don’t want. 

Mr. Hosmer. That they might pass them after they got elected. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Garrett. I believe the attorney general of the State of Nevada 
has made it clear that the citizens can control that through charter 
and through elected officials and through ordinances. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, it is the people they elected and not 
the people themselves who decide those issues. Is that right? 

Mr. Garrett. The provision in a charter, of course, is_ basic. 
Charter provisions come first. 
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Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Romney testified the only way that the city 
could control was by the grant or nongrant of a license for such 
purposes. That is done by the elected officials. 

Mr. Garrett. The elected officials can deny any license and, there- 
fore, control it. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not a charter control in the city’s charter. 

Mr. Garrett. I cannot say authoritatively it is impossible to get 
such a protection into the charter. 

Mr. Hosmer. Just one more thing, with relation to the $193,000 
annual deficit that the Department of the Interior is supposed to be 
incurring, I want to point out to you that figure would have to be 
diminished by the $150,000 annual subsidy to the city that is con- 
templated in this bill, which would make a difference of $43,000 out 
of it, which you would have to take as service charges on the Govern- 
ment debt for these amounts and probably other expenses we haven’t 
discussed here today. 

Chairman Asprtnatu. I think that is an observation that should 
wait. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think the people here are entitled to take that into 
consideration. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona. 

Mr. Upatu. Mr. Garrett, is there any serious dissent within the 
chamber of commerce on the statement you presented here? 

Mr. Garrett. I think there would be none whatsoever. The 
chamber has acted upon this in general for a number of years and 
on this specific report, the chamber acted to the effect that the pre- 
vious, same committee worked out the presentation for the Senate 
bill. They have gone ahead and revised this slightly, but they kept 
it substantially the same as requested. I think this will receive the 
unanimous support of our chamber of commerce. 

Mr. Upatu. I would like to add one comment. I would like to 
join with you in the hope that the normal growth will result in your 
community which you anticipate. As one who represents the 
southwestern part of the United States, it is consistently the feeling 
of the people in my State that growth is inevitable. Through air 
conditioning this climate, and so forth, it is going to be increasingly 
inviting to industry and people and usually people with retirement 
income don’t bring any smog along with them. Thank you, that is all. 

Mr. Youna. I have no questions. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Thank you very much, Mr. Garrett, for your 
presentation. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Elbert B. Edwards, superintendent of 
schools of Boulder City. 

Mr. Corsin. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Edwards was unable to be here 
today and has given me his statement to present to the committee, 
which, I might say, is in direct opposition to their statement pre- 
sented here in 1953. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Will you amplify that statement? 

Mr. Corsin. The original bill, or, let me say it this way, the schools 
were receiving Federal grants under two separate statutes. One on 
students and one for construction. The original bill, as set up, 
stated that the schools, if incorporation took place, would no longer 
receive those grants. The school board made quite a plea for that, 
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but since then, however, our whole school system in the State of 
Nevada has been changed and taken out of the union school district 
we had here. 

Now under a countywide system, considerably more money is 
made available to the schools and they feel they do not need that 
Federal assistance any more. 

Chairman AspinaLtu. May I see the statement. Unless there is 
objection, the statement of Mr. Edwards, on behalf of the board of 
education, under date of November 18, 1955, authenticated by Mr. 
Edwards’ signature, will be made a part of the record in this hearing. 

Thank you, Mr. Corbin. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
House of Representatives, Boulder City, Nev. 

GENTLEMEN: The board of education of the Boulder City Union School 
district wishes to reiterate a statement which it submitted to the subcommittee 
of the United States Senate, to the effect that legislation recently adopted by the 
Nevada State Legislature nullifies the validity of its previous request that section 
17 of Senate bill 514, 84th Congress, be deleted from the proposed legislation. 
The newly established State policy and organization so broadens the tax base 
that the financial burden of the schools will be more adequately and equitably met. 

Until it can be ascertained just how effective the new legislation and financial 
plan will function, the board of education does not feel it can justify its earlier 
request for reconsideration of the aforementioned section, and so withdraws its 
objection. 

The board of educatioi does wish to endorse to this committee, section 5 (b) 
of the proposed bill, wherein the Secretary would be ‘‘authorized to transfer to 
the appropriate school district all right, title, and interest of the United States to 
all the buildings and related equipment and facilities, and to lands upon which 
they are situated, owned by the United States in the Boulder City municipal 
area.” 

The board of education wishes to express its sincere appreciation to the members 
of the committee and to the Congress for the kind consideration it has received 
in the past in building construction and operating funds during those years when 
it was unable to provide for these essentials for the district. 

Respectfully yours, 
Boarp oF EpwvcaTIoN, 
BouLpER City Union ScHoon 
District, 
EvBert B. Epwarps, Secretary. 

Chairman AsprInaLL. Our next witness will be Mr. L. R. Douglass, 
vice chairman, Boulder City Planning Commission. 

Mr. Dovuctass. My name is L. R. Douglass. I am a civil engineer 
by profession and have been a resident of the State of Nevada and 
Boulder City a little more than 10 years. As vice chairman of the 
Boulder City Planning Commission, I have been delegated by the 
commission to present these comments in regard to its attitude con- 
cerning the proposed Boulder City bill in general. These comments 
come as a result of the almost 3 years’ experience of the various mem- 
bers of the planning commission in trying to effectuate a logical and 
well-developed city plan for Boulder City, Nev. 

The Boulder City Planning Commission was established by a reso- 
lution of the advisory council adopted on December 8, 1952. It was 
felt that there should be representatives from seven major divisions 
of activity in the Boulder City area. These seven divisions of activity 
were general business, education (including schools, churches and civic 
clubs), the Federal Government, the power allottees, recreation 
(including parks and playgrounds), engineering and architecture and 
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legal. It was considered necessary to have a representative from 
each of these fields, plus three ex officio members. These ex officio 
members were the city manager, the city engineer and a representa- 
tive of the advisory council. During its period of life, from January 
6, 1953, the date of its first meeting, the planning commission has had 
a full complement of members, with the exception of a few months 
when the total membership was reduced to nine because of the elec- 
tion of one of the members of the planning commission to the advisory 
council. 

The planning commission has been continuously active, and has 
met regularly at least once each month and sometimes more often, 
if the occasion warranted. The regular meeting dates have been the 
third Tuesday evening of every month. 

The planning commission has developed a zone use ordinance for 
Boulder City and recommended it to the advisory council, which has 
adopted it. After almost 2 years of intensive study and considera- 
tion, the planning commission developed a planning ordinance for 
Boulder City, which was also approved by the advisory council. 

Both of these achievements were, to a great extent, based upon 
the recommendations of Irving C. Root, a well-known community 
planner, who came to Boulder City at the inception of the planning 
commission and prepared certain maps for the use of the commission 
and submitted a recommended ordinance. 

It is the feeling of the planning commission that by the formulation 
of these two projects, the zone use map and the planning ordinance, 
we have prepared Boulder City to accept more fully the responsibili- 
ties and functions of self-government. We have on hand for presenta- 
tion to the projected municipality upon the date of its incorporation 
a fully developed land use map and planning ordinance. Seldom has 
a newly incorporated community had such an advantage. 

Before the adoption of both of these documents, extensive public 
hearings were held at which all of the citizens of Boulder City were 
given the opportunity to present any objections they had. Many 
residents availed themselves of the opportunity to speak at these 
hearings, and registered certain objections and ideas which they had. 
Thereafter, the final draft of both these documents was adopted and 
forwarded to the advisory council. 

During its lifetime many isolated matters have been presented to 
the planning commission with respect to zoning. These matters have 
been mainly concerned with variances from already established or 
at least preliminarily adopted rules and with land use problems 
preliminary to the adoption of the land use map. 

It is the feeling of the planning commission that the manner in 
which the residents of Boulder City and the planning commission 
have handled the various planning problems which have been presented 
to them show conclusively that the residents of this community 
are perfectly capable and ready to handle their planning and zoning 
problems in the usual manner provided under the Nevada statutes. 
The planning commission has proceeded, as nearly as possible, under 
the Nevada laws and procedures employed by other planning com- 
missions in the area. 

However, it is the feeling of the planning commission that unless 
the presently pending Boulder bill is hastened along the road to 
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planning and zoning matters in Boulder City will not be possible. 
It must be remembered that the present planning commission has 
only the power to recommend to the advisory iene which, again, 
has only the power to recommend to the regional director, who in turn 
must recommend to the Commissioner of Reclamation, who may 
recommend to the Secretary of the Interior, any particular course of 
procedure on a matter. It has been largely through the voluntary 
cooperation of the residents of Boulder City that anything has been 
accomplished along the lines of planning and zoning. 

One further matter the planning commission would like to point 
out is this; that the Boulder bill, as introduced, contains a limited 
requirement for a restrictive covenant in the deeds to be given by the 
Federal Government on the property when it is transferred to the 
private owners. It is undoubtedly the sentiment in our community 
that a very stringent control be exercised over the liquor and gambling 
businesses, which are both legitimate enterprises under the laws of 
the State of Nevada. It is felt by the planning commission in the 
absence of deed restrictions that the desired amount of stringent con- 
trol can be secured through proper administration of zoning and plan- 
ning regulations. 

Chairman Aspinaty. Thank you very much, Mr. Douglass, for a 
clear and comprehensive statement from your organization. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Douglass, just one question. In your planning group 
have you considered the situation in the Lakeview addition about 
which we have heard some comment here this morning? 

Mr. Dovctass. Yes; we have. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you have any statement to make with reference to 
what your commission proposes for that particular area, in case this 
becomes a municipality under Nevada law? 

Mr. Dove.ass. There has been a survey made and a town-city lay- 
out, if you can call it that, prepared. However, the actual accomplish- 
ment of bringing this Lakeview, or so-called Lakeview addition, into 
any regular, uniform, systematic layout is going to be a very difficult 
and costly undertaking. 

I might further clarify by saying that the houses over there are 
scattered without respect to any ‘order whatsoever. There are a 
number of them that are substandard in character. Half, and I 
don’t want to be too dogmatic on that particular figure and there are 
some nice homes, are tar-paper shacks. It goes both ways and 
it presents a very serious problem, a difficult problem. There is, of 
course, no sewage and provisions for sewage will require new sewage 
disposal plant or a pumping plant to pump it over the hill to the 
existing plant on this side. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you feel that the city of Boulder will be in a position 
to underwrite the cost of that, such corrective measures as are neces- 
sary in that Lakeview addition without additional money from the 
Government? 

Mr. Dovatass. Not at the present time; no, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Well, are you aware of the proposals in S. 514 with 
reference to this particular improvement? 

Mr. Dove.ass. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Do you think that is sufficient to cover the cost of 
rehabilitating that area, so to speak? 
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Mr. Dovatass. I am not prepared to answer that question cate- 
gorically, because I haven’t made a personal study; but [ believe that 
figure is based on a study made by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
city personnel here. Iam agreeable to accepting it. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you inclined to believe you would get complete 
cooperation from the present residents of Lakeview in any such 
proposed zoning change your committee might make? 

Mr. Dovatass. You are bound to bave conflicting opinions, depend- 
ing on who is helped or burt. You cannot make alterations without 
engendering a certain amount of antagonism of some of the people, 
particularly those who are personally affected. 

Mr. Young. I have no questions. 

Mr. Upatu. I would like to comment that I feel this is an excellent 
presentation. I think it indicates a good community health. You 
not only have a planning commission, you have a planning commission 
functioning in your commupity. If experience would show disorderly 
growth in a community of this size because of the lack of planning 
as any indication, your city would be wise, if incorporated, to setup 
a zoning and planning commission as a part of the planning commission. 

Mr. Hosmer. One of the previous witnesses said that they thought 
it would be a fair thing, if, due to a water shortage, the other people 
who use the water from the lake and river and who use the power 
from the dam had to voluntarily cut down, this community should 
join in such an effort. Do you feel the same way? 

Mr. Dovauass. I do, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. You would have no objection? 

Mr. Doveuass. No. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think that more than one of the previous witnesses 
testified that the future growth and development of this community 
should not be loaded on the present power allottees; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Dovetass. That is correct. There is no objection to that. 
That principle has already been accepted as part of the project cost. 

Mr. Hosmer. You would have no objections to the provisions in 
the bill relating to that? 

Mr. Dova.ass. No. 

Chairman AspINALL. Just one other question. Mr. Douglass, 
referring to the large map, which has been identified, could you point 
out to me where McKeeversville or Lakeview addition is situated? 

Mr. Dova.ass. About in this area [indicating]. 

Mr. Asprina.. Is it all within the green bounded area? 

Mr. Dovatas. I believe some of it is outside the green bounded 
area. Some of it extends over to the transmission rights of way. 

Chairman AspinatL. Thank you very much, Mr. Douglass. 

Our next witness will be Robert N. Broadbent, presideat of the 
board of trustees of the Boulder City Hospital, Inc. 

Mr. BroapBent. My name is Robert Broadbent. I am the presi- 


dent of the board of trustees for the Boulder City Hospital, Inc. By 
unanimous action of the board, I have been delegated to speak for 
this board and the corporation. 

Our comments are directed to S. 514, as amended, since no provision 
is made in the House bill for the recommendations which we are en- 
dorsing in our comments here. If possible, I would like to give this 
background here a little bit. 
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1. BACKGROUND OF THE HOSPITAL 


The Boulder City Hospital was built in the year 1931 by the 
Six Companies, Inc., which was a combination of six construction 
companies formed for the construction of the Boulder Dam. At the 
conclusion of construction, the building and facilities of the hospital 
were turned over to the Federal Government. Beginning in 1944, the 
Federal Government resumed operation of the hospital at a substantial 
deficit per year, until the year 1954. Ownership of the hospital build- 
ings and equipment was transferred to the Boulder City Hospital, Inc., 
a charitable and nonprofit hospital corporation formed under and by 
virtue of Nevada laws. This corporation was formed by the repre- 
sentatives of some twenty-odd charitable, benevolent and fraternal 
organizations located in Boulder City, Nev. The representatives of 
13 of these organizations were named as the first members of the 
board of trustees of the new corporation, which after several months’ 
negotiation took over operation of the hospital from the Federal 
Government. 

Since acquiring the Boulder City Hospital, the Boulder City 
Hospital, Inc., by the strictest form of economy, has managed to show 
a small net income each month. However, this figure does not take 
into account any depreciation, replacement of equipment, depletion 
of supplies, or other reserve funds, other than one for bad debts. 
Further, it is to be noted that the hospital received from the Federal 
Government the sum of $2 per Bureau of Reclamation and National 
Park Service employee per month, which payments amount to some- 
where in the neighborhood of $900 per month. These payments 
received from the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Park 
Service are because the hospital provides first-aid treatment for the 
employees of these agencies. 

We have been informed that the deficit of the hospital for the last 
fiscal year of Federal operation was the sum of $53,000. From this, 
it is readily apparent that the citizens of this community have should- 
ered the burden of this problem and found a solution. One thing 
alone has made it possible for the corporation to make this splendid 
showing. That has been the fact that the membership of every sup- 
porting organization and residents of the community in general have 
contributed many hours of volunteer services in painting and repairing 
our building and furniture. The residents of Boulder City have con- 
tributed over $15,000 in cash to enable us to take over this project. 
The Red Cross women have contributed many thousands of hours of 
voluntary service. Many professional services necessary for the oper- 
ation of the corporation have been either contributed, or only a nomi- 
nal charge made, therefor. Finally, the staff of our hospital have been 
a dedicated group, working many extra hours at no pay and with a 
devotion seldom seen anywhere. 


2. OUR COMMENT ON THE BOULDER CITY BILL, AS AMENDED, BY THE 
SENATE 


The Boulder City Hospital, Inc., is pleased with the Boulder City 
bill, as amended by the Senate. It makes available to the Hospital 
Corporation 2 dwelling houses or 1 dwelling house and 1 apartment- 
house building containing not more than 6 apartment units, together 
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with furniture and appurtenances. These to be for providing living 
accommodations for employees of the hospital. The housing of our 
employees has been our main concern in appearing before this com- 
mittee and we trust you will see the justification of this testimony. 

It is appropriate to state also that the Federal Government has 
entered into a 53-year lease with the corporation for the lands upon 
which the hospital is situated and that we were hopeful of receiving 
deed and title to this land at no cost or nominal cost. 

Chairman AspinaLt. Thank you very much, Mr. Broadbent, for 
your statement. 

Mr. Sisk. I have no questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions, but I would like to make this observa- 
tion that the Nevada congressional delegation takes great pride in 
the accomplishments of Boulder City in the hospital field. 

Mr. Upauu. I would like to comment that I feel such pride is 
justified, Congressman Young. 

With regard to the last paragraph of your statement, it is my 
recollection of the provisions of the bill in regard to receiving title 
to the land, that would be accomplished as the bill is written. Is 
that your understanding? 

Mr. BroapBent. As I understand there is no—now, I am subject 
to correction—there is no provision in the bill that provides we will 
get the land at a nominal cost; however, we might assume that the 
city, upon taking over title to the land, will give it to us. 

Mr. Hosmer. The real property owned by charitable, nonprofit 
organizations such as yours are exempt from taxation by the county 
and State of Nevada, are they not? 

Mr. BroapBeEnt. Yes, sir, but I might state that we don’t own it. 
The Department of Health, Education and Welfare took over the 

roperty. 
' Mr. Hosmer. You probably don’t own it now and it would be 
tax free. 

Mr. BroapBEnt. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you, That is all. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Thank you, Mr. Broadbent. 

Our next witness will be James H. Lenon, representing the Federal 
employees. 

Mr. Lenon, does this statement differ materially from the statement 
made by Mr. McSweeney of the Bureau of Reclamation before Mr. 
Young’s committee on September 21, 1953? 

Mr. Lenon. Yes, sir, I believe it does. 

Chairman Aspinauu. As I understand it, the first three pages are 
your statement? 

Mr. Lenon. Yes. 

Chairman AsPprnaLL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lenon. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
James H. Lenon, a Federal employee of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
I live with my family in a Government-owned house at 722 Park 
Street here in Boulder City. I represent the Government employees 
living in the 205 Reclamation-owned dwelling units that are to be sold 
and I would like to discuss that phase of the legislation. 

I also represented a majority of this group on May 11, 1955, before 
the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and requested 
that the Government-owned houses be sold to the occupants at the 
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original investment cost to the Government. A copy of the material 
presented to that committee is attached for your information. During 
these hearings, Mr. F. G. Scussel appeared before the Senate com- 
mittee and presented a statement in regard to the sale of 16 cinder 
block houses. A copy of his statement is also attached for your infor- 
mation. Since both groups agree with the plan for selling the Govern- 
ment houses as stated in Senate bill No. 514, revised, I now represent 
the entire group of occupants. 

The Senate committee evolved a novel plan for arriving at a selling 
price and then amended the proposed legislation to sell the houses at 
the lower of the following two prices: 

(1) The appraised value of the property, or 

(2) The product of the appraised value multiplied by the frac- 
tion, the numerator being the total investment and maintenance 
costs, minus the total rentals received and the denominator being 
the total appraised value. 

Our group feels that the procedure is workable and will be fair to 
all concerned. Therefore, we have reached an agreement regarding 
this method of determining a selling price and are willing and happy to 
accept the provisions of the bill with one slight procedural change, 
as suggested below, which we believe will not alter the basic plan, 
but will clarify and make section 3 more understandable and fair to 
all concerned. 

Realizing that it will require a period of time to effectuate the 
provisions of the Boulder City bill, after it becomes law, including the 
phase of appraisal and sale of the property, the group I represent 
would like to offer a suggestion. We feel this suggestion is justified in 
view of the precedent established as a result of Public Law 553, 80th 
Congress (copy attached to my May 11th presentation); namely, 
that the Bureau of Reclamation was required to offer the houses for 
sale within 180 days after enactment of the law, and all rent paid 
after passage reduced the book value and the resulting selling price. 
We recommend this same treatment for the present occupant- 
purchasers, specifically a cutoff date—60 days after passage of the 
act, with rent paid thereafter to be credited to the occupant and 
placed in the Boulder City municipal fund, etablished under section 
6 of this bill, to be used for downpayment credit or a rebate to the 
occupant-purchasers. 

The proposed Boulder City bill sets forth 60 days under paragraph 
(3) (b) (1) as a fair period of time for the occupant-purchaser to have a 
right of priority for purchase and a fair period of time for the pros- 
pective purchaser to conclude the sale after the Secretary’s tender of 
transfer instrument. The employees affected by this section likewise 
feel that 60 days is a fair period of time for etablishing a selling price 
for the property. 

In effect, the only difference or change that will result from this 
recommendation will be the 60-day cutoff period, as under the present 
sales procedure as set forth in paragraph (3) all money paid in rent is 
credited toward reducing the numerator. This suggestion will be as 
beneficial to the Government as to the employee, as it will— 

(a) Eliminate the need for continually refiguring the numerator in 
the equation and the resulting selling price, caused by a changing 
investment figure from maintenance costs and rental income. 
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(6) Provide for a firm selling price which will enable the purchaser 
to: issue his notice of intent to purchase; begin purchase arrangements; 
make application for FHA financing; and to place the property in 
escrow. 

(c) Establish a definite cutoff date that maintenance can be stopped 
and the Government can use for starting the 60-day priority period. 

The effectuation of this recommendation will be accomplished by 
the insertion of an additional subparagraph on page 8, consisting of the 
following statement: 

Addition to section 3 (d) (2), page 8: 

The selling price of the property to be sold under subsection (b) (1) and (b) (2) 
of this section shall be established 60 days from the date of this act and all rent 
paid after this date by an occupant-purchaser under subsection (b) (1), shall be a 


credit to his account and placed in the special fund established under section 6 of 
this bill as downpayment credit or rebate, as appropriate. 


We Government employees feel that clarification of the appraisal 
procedure for the houses should be stressed in the bill, as we realize 
that in the future it will be important to have the appraised price of 
the house and lot established at one time, by the original appraiser, in 
order that the occupant-purchaser under section (b) (1) and (b) (2) 
will know before the purchase date the amounts he will be required 
to pay for each. 

The occupants of the Government-owned quarters whom I represent 
believe this version of the bill, as amended by the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs and passed by the United States Senate 
on July 22, 1955, to be the first proposed legislation for Boulder City 
that has had general agreement of the Bureau of Reclamation, Govern- 
ment employees and private citizens, as well as all factions and 
organizations previously represented. Our group is wholeheartedly 
behind this legislation and we earnestly request that this committee 
from the United States House of Representatives approve this Senate 
bill, amended as suggested, and work for early passage of Boulder City 
legislation. 

As spokesman for the Government employees, I would like to 
express appreciation for this opportunity of presenting suggestions 
which we hope will improve our legislation and to stress before the 
committee our interest and desire for early action. 

Chairman AspinaLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Lenon. Unless 
there is objection, the attached papers to the statement, a letter dated 
May 14, 1955, and signed by Frank G. Scussel and a statement which 
Mr. Lenon made before the Senate committee at a hearing here last 
May together with a copy of the original Senate bill, the statistics 
attached thereto and exhibit B, the original bill introduced in the 
84th Congress will be made a part of the file. Hearing no objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. Stsx. Mr. Lenon, can you give me an approximate figure, or 
an average figure, that you are paying today for utilities? I am speak- 
ing now of power. What is an average power bill, for example, per 
month? 

Mr. Lenon. That is a hard question for me to answer, due to the, 
shall I say, complicated procedure by which the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion deducts that from my check. . 

Mr. Sisk. Let’s put the question like this. Do you feel that the f 
power rates that would be charged to you and to the other residents 
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under a municipal city could be materially increased without becom- 
ing burdensome? 

Mr. Lenon. I believe they could be increased without becoming 
burdensome, yes. I think they could. 

Mr. Sisk. What about the charge for water. What would be your 
feeling with reference to increasing your water rates, if Boulder City, 
under munic ipal government, should feel constrained to increase the 
rates charged for water in order to meet their budget? 

Mr. Lenon. I believe every citizen should pay his proportionate 
part to pay for the water that is required to take care of the city. 
If he is going to live here, he should pay for it. If not, he can move 
and if it gets too hot, I will move. 

Mr. Sisk. You realize, after all, it is a situation with which the 
citizens of the community must live. I am trying to find out if it 
were necessary to obtain additional revenues by increasing both water 
and power by the new proposed municipality, would you be in favor 
of that? 

Mr. Lenon. I would go along with that. 

Mr. Sisk. You feel the rates you are paying at the present time 
could be increased to, say, the extent of 10 or 15 percent without 
becoming burdensome to the residents? 

Mr. Lenon. Yes. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Upauu. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. I have one with respect to the power and I have asked 
this of previous witnesses. In regard to the fairness of the amount 
of power that the city now takes to produce $225,000 a year, you figure 
that is a fair figure. Do you feel that the $225,000 that the city w ould 
get out of selling power is a fair figure? 

Mr. Lenon. [| think it is a fair figure. 

Mr. Hosmer. And that additional expansion for the city for nonre- 
lated purposes, if it becomes incorporated, should not be a burden on 
the power allottees. 

Mr. Lenon. That is true, it shouldn’t be. 

Mr. Hosmer. Also, do you feel if there is a water shortage and the 
water has to be cut down on a voluntary proration basis, and like- 
wise, the power cut down on a voluntary proration basis, do you feel 
the city should take part in that voluntary pro rata reduction? 

Mr. Lenon. Right. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Lenon, the amendment added by the Senate 
does not have the affect of permitting disposal of these houses at less 
than the appraised value, does it? 

Mr. Lenon. Yes. 

Mr. McFartanpb. Do you know what the percentage might be, how 
much less, 15 or 20 percent less? 

Mr. Lenon. Than the appraised value? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Yes. 

Mr. Lenon. That would depend on your fraction. 

Mr. McFartanp. With respect to your proposed amendment to 
the Senate amendment, do you not feel that it would discourage the 
purchase of the homes? Don’t you believe, perhaps, that it might 


discourage people from purchasing their homes’ 
Mr. Lenon. You mean the 60- ~day cutoff period would discourage 
them? 
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Mr. McFartanp. As I understand the proposal, they may apply 
their rent toward the purchase price. In this way they could con- 
tinue to rent and have the money applied toward purchase at some 
time when they might wish to purchase the house in the future. I 
believe this would discourage their buying right away. 

Mr. Lenon. I think they would buy their homes. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Might they not wait under those circumstances? 

Mr. Lenon. Yes, they might sit back and wait 6 months and let 
that apply toward the purchase, but I don’t believe the caliber of 
Government employees we have in this community are of that type. 
I don’t think they would do that. 

Chairman AspInaLu. If any at all, you would think they would be 
in the small minority. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Lenon. 

Our next witness will be Mr. C. B. LaVie, who has a statement to 
make on behalf of himself. 

Mr. LaVize. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is C. B. 
LaVie, residing at 118 Lakeview. My remarks are personal and from 
personal surveys. 

Gentlemen and friends, my statements made here on this day are 
po and in the full interest of the passing of the Boulder bill 

. 514, for I find its content is broad in scope, generous, and fair. 

To you gentlemen who have returned for a second time and from 
so recent a hearing, prove to me you have sincerely in your hearts 
and in your minds a purpose in helping create and to expedite a 
situation that will build for Boulder City a greater, happier, and more 
prosperous community. 

From the Congressional Record proceedings and debates of the 
84th Congress, you can read, beginning on page 10073 that the 
Boulder bill S. 514 has met with the saaegedl a the Senate Com- 
mittee of Interior and Insular Affairs, also that of the Senate. 

What will take place on the floor of the next coming Congress on 
the Boulder bill S. 514 is problematical, so I would like to stress a 
few points here at home on our own home grounds. 

From time immortal it has been known that it is impossible to 
please every individual or group, but right will prevail and the pre- 
vailing right in this matter facing us is to draw a line on any further 
demands from our Government and accept with humble gratitude 
all that has so generously been given to us in the past and all that 
has been offered us here in this bill for a foundation to build upon. 

Within the many years that have passed, with coddling of us people 
of Boulder City by the Government, a most dreadful infection has 
come upon some of us and that infection, my friends, is fear. 

This fear is of many natures. 

There is the fear of the losing of a personal condition of living; the 
fear of the growth of the city and the natural trend of competition; 
and the fear of increases in expenditures, which, to my diagnosis, has 
been caused by the many years of the freedom from the cost and 
worry of the operation of our beautiful Boulder City. 

My friends, my remarks are not of condemnation, but in the light 
of constructive criticism. 

So, let us take hold of our bootstraps and pull ourselves up to the 
men and women and good Americans we claim to be and go forward 
in constructing a city equal to any in the State or Nation. 





: 
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I now ask of us all to unite and give our full support and so instruct 
our Congressman, Cliff Young, to present this Boulder bill, S. 514, 
as stands written, to Congress with all the flavor and statesmanship 
at his command, and when passed, let us here at home work out the 
many problems that will come to us and share with our Senators 
and our Congressman and our fellow men and neighbors of a job 
well done. 

Chairman AspinaLy. When you refer to S. 514, are you talking 
about Senate bill 514 or Senate bill 514, as amended? 

Mr. LaViz. This is to S. 514, as the only one with which I am 
familiar. 

Chairman AspinaLut. Would you hand it to the chairman. Let 
the record show that the witness is speaking as to S. 514, as amended. 

Thank you very much, Mr. LaVie. 

Could you advise this committee as to whether you spoke for the 
majority of the people of the community in which you live. 

Mr. LaVin. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have inquired around about 
the bill and the question was asked by one of you gentlemen this morn- 
ing of the percentage of the people who are in favor of the passing of 
this bill. From my information and canvass, I can’t give you a per- 
centage, but I can say that the greater number of civic organizations 
and a great number of the individuals, I feel, are in favor of the passage 
of the bill. I would like to repeat a remark that was made by one of 
our businessmen here. It is very, very true that Boulder City and we 
of Boulder City here have been living for a good number of years now 
in what you call a vacuum, no life, no expansion, no contraction stage. 
I would like to touch upon Lakeview. I am happy to be a resident 
over there and there was a remark made this morning by one of you 
gentlemen there was no mention of Lakeview in the bill. As this one 
is now amended on page 13, line 16, it is so mentioned. 


The Secretary shall cause to be surveyed and subdivided into lots and blocks 


Chairman Aspinautu. The Chair understands that. That was the 
reason for the question, Is it the designation of the community? He 
wished to find out whether or not the people of Lakeview or McKee- 
versville, that is the majority of them favored this bill. All I wanted 
was a yes or no answer. 

Mr. LaViz. Yes, sir; we are in favor of it. 

Speaking of us folks in Lakeview, we had a meeting with our city 
manager, Harold Corbin, on the 20th day of last month. It was a 
very interesting and constructive meeting and I think Mr. Corbin 
wil verify my statement. All of us over there will cooperate 100 
percent in whatever matters it will take to help us over there. 

A remark was made by one of the gentlemen here that we were 
over there without permission, which is true and correct, but as the 
years have gone by, Lakeview, known back in those years as Mc- 
Keeversville, has played an important part. So, I feel as long as 
Lakeview is not incorporated into the boundaries of Boulder City 
and under Boulder City supervision, we should receive as much con- 
sideration in our improvements over there as any other part of the 
community. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 
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Mr. Hosmer. I believe you have heard my previous questions to 
other witnesses with respect to the proration of water and power. 
If is becomes necessary, do you feel that it would be fair for Boulder 
City to join in? 

Mr. LaViz. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. With respect to the $225,000 to be gained from 
40 million kilowatt hours of electricity a year, do you feel that is a 
fair figure? 

Mr. LaVie. That is a fair figure. 

Mr. Hosmer. You would not feel it fair to take more power from 
the power allottees to support additional, unrelated uses as the city 
developed? 

Mr. LaVir. Yes. 

Chairman AsprnaLLt. Thank you, Mr. LaVie. 

We won’t take our recess until 20 minutes past 3. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Bruce M. Eaton, representing the 
Boulder City Advisory Council. 

Chairman AspinaLL. Mr. Eaton, does your statement differ mate- 
rially from the statement you made before Mr. Young’s committee on 
September 21, 1953? 

Mr. Eaton. Yes; it does. 

Chairman AspINnALL. You may proceed, 

Mr. Eaton. My name is Bruce M. Eaton and I am one of the 
elected members of the Boulder City Advisory Council, as distin- . 
guished from one of the appointed members. I was chosen by the 
group to represent them at this hearing with respect to the limitations 
on water. 

Because of conditions peculiar only to Boulder City, it has been 
recognized in most areas that in order for the city to become incor- 
porated and successfully operated and maintained, direct financial 
assistance from the Federal Government would be necessary. 1 

It is the opinion of many, including the Department of the Interior, 
that this aid could best be made available by delivering filtered, 
potable water to the storage tanks at a rate of delivery not to exceed | 
3,650 gallons per minute at no cost to the municipality. However, 
the Bureau of the Budget thought it desirable to include a monetary 
limitation and that view is reflected in Senate bill 514. 

A limitation on moneys to be spent for this purpose could very 
adversely affect the financial assistance to the municipality. The 
total costs for delivering water to the storage tanks, for the operating 
year ending May 31, 1955, if the city had been operating under 
incorporation, would have been $183,745.15. This amount of money 
would have been spent under the direction and control of the Secretary 
of the Interior, the municipality having no jurisdiction or control 
whatsoever. 

The costs for delivering water to the storage tanks are increasing 
from year to year, as are costs in general. This would have the effect 
of reducing the aid to the city as the need increases, if a limitation 
on moneys spent for this purpose were retained in the bill. 

All of the facilities for delivering water to the storage tanks are to 
remain the property of, and be operated by, the United States. This 
should assure all concerned that the system will be operated and 
maintained in the most efficient manner. 


in Pg A A te 


CNA Ae ar 








Sw i tN a bE Ewin IS Man Hh a 


sada cnet ei 





DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL PROPERTY, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 69 


The Advisory Council is unanimous in its opinion that filtered, 
potable water should be delivered to the Boulder City storage tanks 
at.no cost.to the municipality, subject only to the limitation as to the 
rate of delivery (3,650 gallons per minute), in order to provide the 
direct financial assistance to the city as originally intended. 

Chairman AspInaLL. With your statement, there are attached 
certain statistical matters to substantiate the statement which you 
have just made, correct? 

Mr. Eaton. Correct, sir. 

Chairman AsprInaLtu. Without objection the statistical matter will 
be made a part of the record following the statement of Mr. Eaton. 
Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 


Bou.per City MuNIcIPAL OFFICE 
BOULDER CITY, NEV 


Cost for delivering filtered and chlorinated water as of May 31, 1955 


[Cost for delivering filtered and chlorinated water to the Boulder City storage tanks for the operating year 
of June 1, 1954, to May 31, 1955, as it would appear if Boulder City had been operating under incorporation] 


Cost to deliver water to storage tanks $103, 945. 78 
Cost of operation and maintenance of treatment plant for filtering 
and chlorination and pumping to storage only 31, 822. 38 
Amortization of treating plart (288,892.73 times 0. 0388655) ; 11, 227. 96 
Subtotal-_____ -- : ad 146, 996. 12 
Administrative ch: irges (25 percent) __- sama ees ps alata) / Oey Oe OC 


Total cost as it would appear if Boulder City had been oper- 
ated under incorporation _ - - eocane: Yea ke 


Revenue 


{Revenue from the sale of water as it would appear if Boulder City had been operating under incorporation] 


Income from sale of water (fiscal year) _ _ ___ ; 8 $66, 347. 29 
Cost of distribution (operating year) __- inc sean ey arenes 
ROGAN IORGEES SOAK kn no es en ca ; stag aoa 28, 347. 61 


Analysis of costs, Boulder City water system, as of May 31, 1955 


Cost of water to receiving tank: 


Cost of pumping (6,981,815 kilowatt-hours, at 0.00232) $16, 197. 81 
Amortization of 33-kilovolt transmission line and substations 4, 949. 67 
Operation and maintenance of pumping plants and mains to 
Boulder City 3 56, 674. 88 
Less recorded pumping costs (interactivity—J. V. 60) _- 26, 955. 5: 
Subtotal___- a 50, 866. 83 
Amortization of investment in pumping plant and mains_ _ - 36, 123. a2 
Total pumping costs 86. 990. 


Cost of water, treating and filtering and distribution: 


Operation and maintenance, treating plant 31, 822. 38 
Operation and maintenance, distribution mains___- 12, 552. 71 
Subtotal 44, 375. 09 
Amortization of investment in treating. plant, storage and dis- 
tribution system ___ : 29, 925. 02 
Billing costs, estimated __- 6, 750. 00 


Total costs, water system __ _ oe S81, 050. i 
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Analysis of costs, Boulder City water system, as of May $1, 1955—Continued 








Cost per thousand gallons: Gallons 
otal pumped, operating year 1955__..-.--.-------------- $848, 566, 500 
Total delivered to distribution mains__.._....__.._..-__--- 764, 160, 390 
Operation 
and mainte- — Billing Total 
nance costs { 
RAW WATER 
$50,866.83 divided by 848,566.............- Ie i ciitrnitnenatiientRatne conbsenenne $0. 05994 
$36,123.42 divided by 848,566..............].-..-.--..-..- BOGE fadcdscbavccasd 04257 
iin Shas ence een cibacmancnDenadacnke ninth eebeds bem ns etiam ndal 10251 
GE FER GIVES OF CUR enc inceccccs  dadvbtenecnesioedspnadestce $0. 00795 00795 
Cost of raw water per thousand 

NS; TN ND CO as kk 0 Ban ea a cha ow leccccccctneces 11046 
TREATED WATERS a 
$44,375.09 divided by 764,160...........-.- GEE Ditivocddimimieuacuiinadamnual . 05809 
$20,925.02 divided by 764,160..............].............. GUEEES Ndiecskcestens . 03916 
i ea cancnacrlecimcasesansnclamaicaseenraces . 00883 . 00883 
RO Aichi ee ee. is a heeled es Se GA . 10608 

Cost of treated water per thousand 4 
i tea iia ia i aaa eave leds . 21654 


Investment in water supply and distribution system as of May 31, 1955 
Supply system: 


Pumping plant No. 1 (Nevada valve house)_......-.-------- $101, 517. 24 
SU i a init ms dha eielenielin 151, 883. 43 
Pumping plant in powerhouse............................. 20, 716. 65 
i Dnt a nc cdkbbhwekeaeh eee enue eee eee 11, 866. 28 
Ni ie aa a caidas Beware Oi 15, 796. 50 
Br See POSE SN a. ccidencnmcchseWnsadsecensaunice 5, 200. 00 
PGBs. usb adeeiia eed tint cocuain Shel eek eee 601, 583. 75 
I Ia i llama nl ta aia 20, 883. 02 
GN oicwiccueniececnenncnmeancer eee ede bee eee eee 929, 446. 87 
Pann IONE 6 wi eic i cee wn ctheticweswcceeees $51, 050. 38 
Distribution system: 
Sr II isis cid dimscihis ah le cciebenbabibes dldabesebas altchee eile bite bias idle 288, 892. 73 
aa aa a aaa iframe aa Sen 170, 995. 20 
Distribution mains, meters, and services...........-..------ 308, 780. 66 
SIRS PRUE GER bn tehe eee ecb cca ceekbbacces 1, 295. 09 
TR a icc eth ces tails had nadie ee daakties tile one ah een ans 769, 963. 68 
Supply Distribution 
system system 
I i a a eo $929, 446. 87 $769, 963. 68 


Amortization of investment, at $0.0388655.................-.-.-..-.-.-------- 36, 123. 42 29, 925. 02 
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Analysis of costs, Boulder City water system, as of May 31, 1954 


Cost of water to receiving tank: 





Cost of pumping (7,577,442 kilowatt-hours at 0.002536) ______- $19, 216. 39 
Amortization of 33 kilovolt transmission line and substations.._._. 4, 949. 67 
Operation and maintenance of pumping plants and mains to 
I al i innit aid Ui aia dint anism eatin ln aah 40, 861. 57 
Less recorded pumping costs (interactivity) ...............__- — 22, 893. 79 
tii dibs aus keen Saad aie ibh picme being ieniaaln 42, 133. 84 
Amortization of investment in pumping plant and mains____-_-. 36, 123. 42 
I i i ls 78, 257. 26 
Cost of water, treating and filtering, and distributing: 
Operation and maintenance, treating plant___...._......__.--- 50, 062. 57 
Operation and maintenance, distribution mains__.._.......---- 10, 032. 87 
nics ton. ccquieiheie hdc. 0t aid seth antiin eee 60, 095. 44 
Amortization of investment in treating plant, storage, and dis- 
See ENON 82 oo cc cec cas ncwn.ardaoeen wena 29, 864. 07 
en NII oda tk ess sisth x ntlcsshcacbich clerk hath Aacdhiaseebap lies 6, 400. 00 
ee BR cn dkécenctidamsunastsddnniadinaad 174, 616. 77 
Cost per thousand gallons: Thousand gallons 
Total gallons pumped, operating year 1954____-.__.._-_----- 891, 000 
Total gallons delivered to distribution mains__............_.. 802, 656 
Operation | 4 mortiza- . 
and mainte- tion Billing Total 
nance costs 
RAW WATER 
$42, 133.84 divided by 891,980.._........... Ue Oe Baia cede Si kceccwsnses $0. 04724 
$36,123.42 divided by 891,980..............].-...-.......- Pe GENO Cicinisisnnneascce . 040 
Fir ann ecingnicairnnncahadéd Pagina cenh debiabaiedebaetaacaeeiieaat 08774 
UR I i dhs ctiill easmnicn dane domi aaeniaaioenoae $0. 00797 00797 
Cost of Raw water per thousand 
I inci nctdbonandinte Ginansiiiewelns s<seiecbosekesnamacaee . 09571 
TREATED WATER 
$60,095.44 divided by 802,656.............- OPI Bitctctinctpansiptcscccccusbns . 07487 
$20,864.07 divided by 802,656..............]-..-....--.--- sQUFEE [enwswdcnndunie . 03721 
See ROUTE OY CU cin eniccccccnelsocanseunsccenlssensonaaedas« . 00797 . 00797 


Cost of treated water per thousand 
aah dala oe ad a eiclicalinatd Cie aired ad aoe sate niniaclnla ng a tahini pleiahanarel . 20779 
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Investment in water supply and distribution system as of May 31, 1954 
Supply system: 
Pumping plant No. 1 (Nevada valve house) ____- $101, 517. 24 
Pumping plant No. 2 wae Lips ie 151, 883. 43 
Pumping plant in powerhouse. . 20, 716. 65 
Booster plant No. 1 11, 866. 28 
Booster plant No. 2 : 15, 796. 50 
Raw water receiving tank 5, 200. 00 
Pipelines 601, 583. 75 
Surge tanks and aerator 20, 883. 02 
Total 929, 446. 87 
Plant abandoned $51, 050. 38 
Distribution system: 
Filtration plant 288, 892. 73 
Storage tanks 170, 995. 20 
Distribution mains, meters, and services 307, 228. 26 
General plant equipment i‘ $79. 25 
Total ee ‘ 768, 395. 44 


|} Supply sys- 
tem 
- 
Investment as above 
Amortization of investment, 


$929, 446. 87 
at 0.0388655 


Water statistics for periods June 1, 1954, to May 31, 1955 


Received at 


Pumped to filter plant 


Pumped to Plant loss 











36, 123. 42 | 


Distribution 
system 


$768, 395. 44 
29, 864. 07 


Days oper- 


| 
| plant storage P (per minute) ated 
Gallons Gallons Callons Gallons 
1954—June 101, 642, 000 100, 345, 100 | 1, 296, 900 3, 123 22. 6 
July 121, 167,000 | 119, 881, 900 1, 385, 100 2,779 30.3 
August 114,155,000 | 111, 152, 900 | 3, 000, 100 | 2, 557 31.0 
Reptember | 91,155,000 | 89, 599, 155 1, 555, 845 | 2, S74 24.6 
October od | 67, 725, 000 65, 646, 430 | 2, 169, 170 | 2, 97! 15.8 
November 38, 794,000 | 36,614,900 | 2, 179, 100 2, 737 9.7 
December 24, 756, 250 24, 178, 000 | 578, 250 | 2,729 6.3 
1955—January 20, 301, 250 | 19, 384, 000 | 917, 250 1, 500 9.4 
February 23, 295,000 | 22, 501, 300 | 793, 700 1, 602 10.1 
March 48, 937,000 | 46, 593, 200 | 2, 345, 900 | 2, 377 14.3 
April. 56, 258,000 | 54, 162, 929 5 2, 575 | 14.9 
May 75, 007, 000 72, 463, 576 | 1 2, 894 I 18.0 
i ileal 783, 292,500 | 762, 523, 390 20, 860, 810 4 207.0 
Average 65, 274, 375 63, 543, 616 1, 738, 401 2, 539 17.5 
Norte.—All averages are monthly 

Chairman AspinwaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

California, Mr. Sisk. 
Mr. Sisk. Then, as I rena vour statement and recommenda- 


1955, the city Ww 
is that ce 


tion there, based on the year ending May 31, 
come out $183, 745.15 in a hole on the water deal; 
Mr. Eaton. Correct, sir. 


ould have 
orrect? 


ctually to 


Mr. Sisk. You yould have had to come up to $150,000 a 
cover the cost of delivering to the storage tanks in the past fiscal year. 
Mr. Eaton. Yes. 
Mr. YouncG. No questions. 
Mr. Upatu. No questions. 
Mr. Hosmer. Did you hear the two previous questions I 


last witness? 


asked the 
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Mr. Eaton. I have heard all the questions, but I don’t recall them. 

Mr. Hosmer. In connection with the prorating of any water reduc- 
tion or power reduction among the allottees and water users of the 
source of supply over here, if voluntary proration should be necessary, 
should not the city of Boulder be expected to coparticipate? 

Mr. Eaton. I think it is reasonable to expect they would. 

Mr. Hosmer. Also, in connection with the power revenue, the 
amount of the anticipated revenue with approximately 40 million 
kilowatt-hours a year that was used last vear, is $225,000 a fair figure? 
My question was directed to whether or not the power allottees should, 
in fairness, be charged with any additional uses of power to develop 
the area for nonrelated Government uses. 

Mr. Eaton. I don’t think it should and I think it is adequately 
covered in the amended Senate bill. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. One other question. Do you have any 
idea in acre-feet per year what the use of the city of Boulder would 
be with this rated delivery not to exceed 3,650 gallons per minute? 

Mr. Eaton. No, sir; I do not. That was based upon the normal 
capacity of the existing system. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you know whether or not whatever water the city 
used would be charged to the Nevada allocation under the Colorado 
River compact? 

Mr. Eaton. I have no direct knowledge of that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does the committee’s counsel have a figure on that? 

Mr. McFaruanp. I don’t have it yet. I will have to work it out. 

Mr. Hosmer. | will ask to have that inserted, the committee’s 
counsel’s estimate of the number of acre-feet per year this figure would 
involve of the water used in the Boulder City area. 

Chairman AspinaLv. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


INFORMATION SUBSEQUENTLY FURNISHED BY ENGINEERING CONSULTANT 


A flow of 3,650 gellons per minute is equivalent to about 5,900 acre-feet per 
year. However, this is based on continuous flow, 24 hours 2 day throughout the 
year at the 3,650 gallons per minute rate. The legislation provides for a maximum 
flow of 3,650 gallons per minute. From a practical standpoint the maximum rate 
could not be maintained and, therefore, the maximum annual supply to Boulder 
City would be somewhat less than 5 900 acre-feet. The amount, whatever it 
may be, will, of course, be charged to the Nevada allocation under the Colorade 
River compact. 

Chairman AspINALL. Mr. Eaton, what percentage of the 3,650 
gallons per minute is presently being delivered to Boulder City? 

Mr. Eaton. It represents a peak for the monthly average of 3,200 
gallons per minute for the monthly average. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Throughout the year? 

Mr. Eaton. No; for the peak. 

Chairman AspiINALL. You wouldn’t have the average? 

Mr. Eaton. | have an annual figure; yes. On an annual basis for 
1 operating year it is 2,549 gallons per minute for 1 operating year. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Earon. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on 
one other question that was asked, or possibly two. With respect to 
the land to be transferred to the hospital at no cost, my interpreta- 
tion of the Senate bill, as amended, provides for the land to be trans- 
ferred at not less than the appraised value. There was a question 
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presented to one of the witnesses with reference to the 10-percent 
rebate on properties to be sold on the Federal Government. I would 
like to comment on that. 

There was also a reference made to the bills or the authorities to 
dispose of the property from the Atomic Energy Commission at 
Oak Ridge in Hanford. That is with a straight 15-percent discount, 
with no qualifications involved, as there is in the proposed Boulder 
City bill. It proposes a 10-percent rebate, contingent upon certain 
future actions. In some respects the bills that were passed for the 
Atomic Energy Commission are somewhat more liberal than S. 514. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. I understand that statement is correct. 

Mr. Upa.t. I wanted to pursue this. It is your thought, as far as 
the hospital and related buildings are concerned, it would be a fair 
thing and a good thing to have them transferred at a very nominal 
figure, or perhaps given to the municipality rather than show a profit, 
considering the nature of the hospital? 

Mr. Eaton. Yes; I think it would be reasonable to turn over the 
land to the organization and there are probably others that will war- 
rant a similar consideration to be turned over to them at no cost, but 
only upon incorporation. 

Mr. Upatu. Well, it seemed to me, since you have a nonprofit hos- 
pital that has come in and eliminated the Government’s deficit, I 
would favor letting them have the land without cost to the Govern- 
ment, or, at least, just a nominal figure that would pay for the transfer. 

Mr. Eaton. I know of no local opposition to that. 

Chairman AspInaLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Eaton. 

Our next witness is Otto J. Littler, representing the Boulder City 
churches. 

Will you please identify yourself? 

Mr. Lirrter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Otto J. Littler and I represent the 10 churches in Boulder 
City who have present leases on that land and who have constructed, 
or are constructing, improvements upon the leased land. 

The governing officials of the churches which have constructed 
improvements on leased Government land within the limits of 
Boulder City wish to take this opportunity to place before the com- 
mittee factual information and to petition the Congress to amend 
S. 514 as passed by the Senate July 27, 1955. 

This bill makes no special provision for transferring the land 
occupied by the various churches to the church organization. Rather, 
it would leave the land grants or sales to the governing body of the 
municipality. There is nothing in the bill that would prevent the 
municipality from selling these lands to other than the churches 
upon expiration of the present leases, or placing exorbitant or pro- 
hibitive prices on the sale of land or renewals of said leases. 

Each of the churches leased the land for a specific term at the 
nominal rate of $1 per year, with the understanding that the leases 
upon expiration would be renewed from time to time at the same 
nominal rentals, provided the buildings and premises were main- 
tained at acceptable standards and provided further that all other 
terms of the leases, not material here, were fulfilled. 
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Based on this understanding, most of the church buildings were 
constructed at considerable expense and hard labor to last, with 
proper maintenance, long beyond the life spans of those who built 
them, not only as places for them, but also their children and grand- 
children to worship and to be christened, educated, married, and 
buried. 

While we do not believe that any group of officials the people 
might elect would willfully compromise the churches, we must recog- 
nize that the financial burden of operating the incorporated Boulder 
City may prove so burdensome that extreme measures would have to 
be used to obtain funds to operate the city. In which event, it is 
conceivable that the future city council would feel obligated to sell 
the admittedly valuable church property at then current values. 
Further, we believe that the legislators of this great country, founded 
upon faith in God and desire of freedom of worship, would not will- 
ingly compromise or work an undue hardship on the churches in 
this or any other community. 

To guard against this possibility, it is respectfully requested that 
this committee endeavor to amend S. 514 by inserting as section 
5 (ce), page 12, the following or similar wording and relettering the 
present subsections (c) and (d): 

(c) Upon incorporation the Secretary is authorized to transfer without cost to 
the various church organizations in Boulder City all right, title, and interest of 
the United States to the lands owned by the United States in the Boulder City 
municipal area upon which their respective church buildings and improvements 
are located. 

This proposed subsection is similar to subsection 5 (b), which author- 
izes the Secretary to transfer the lands upon which the school buildings 
are situated. We believe that the churches should have this same 
consideration. 

We have the signatures of the 10 churches, or of the governing 
officials of the 10 churches in Boulder City. 

Chairman AspINALL. Without objection, the signatures will follow 
the statement just made. It is so ordered. 

(The signators were as follows:) 

Leonard S. Stubbs, bishop, Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
Otto J. Littler, chairman of the council, Grace Community Church. 
Rev. David K. Wilson, rector, St. Christopher’s Episcopal. 

M. K. Wilder, pastor, First Baptist Church. 

Rev. G. L. Byars, pastor, Four Square Gospel. 

R. H. Stukas, pastor, Church of the Nazarene. 

Josse A. Griffin, pastor, Church of God of Prophecy. 

Johns Anderson, president, Christ Church Lutheran. 

Rev. George Eagleton, pastor, St. Andrews (Catholic). 

Eugene F. Maycott, chairman of board of directors, Christian Science. 

Chairman AspINALL. Also, without objection the attached pages, 
setting forth the lease terms of the various churches will be made a 
part of the record. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
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Church leases, Boulder City 
PRESENT CHURCH LEASES 


| From— To— 
elicited hale cendaeeaitscntetacalacesitdbintin ahs | ——__—|___—— 
PGP Bae CIO. obo oe nc nccc cme edcoeesnse ceshasnnaeancnennseee=l Jan. 1,1955 | Dec. 31, 2007 
Church of God of Prophecy... ...............-. Soo th antics Sree Feb. 1,1955 | Jan. 31, 1975 
Church of the Nasaerne. ...........-----.ccces- Sine ailerons i lita Md Nov. 1,1954 | June 30, 1961 
Se OE, 6 Kets dob e kee dl dc bb ddblocesn hE. cabittdile aodetseeun d July 1,1951 | Do. 
Bishop of Nevada (Episcopalian) -_---.--.-- anilargpetedanteineaiaeenoe ste keels bale miaae do...... ef Do. 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints--..-. a Re en mame _.| July 1,1953 | June 30, 2006 
July 1,1951 | June 30, 1961 
Christian Science Society..............-..---.. “ Sos talaclai ta um ele lta aie WE Do. 
Christ Church Latheran......................  chibthheeapheeninbitae oe Feb. 16, 1952 | Do. 
Grace Community Church.----_-- so liane adh tng ta it -| July. 1,1951 | Do. 
International Church of Four Square Gospel ae a : an Dec. 1,1951 Do. 
PRIOR CHURCH LEASES 
Cametie Wier) ods: sii lie iid A552 bi oh Abeer July 1,1941 | June 30, 1951 
Bishop of Nevada (Episco | | oe Be ad in iin cei ee pleewsss Do. 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day eens s seed Bi A | GP oe Do. 
Grace Community Church. a 7 hisses GRibse3 Do. 
International Church of Four Squ: are Gospel - 5 ee ee eee hi galacncas Do. 


Mr. Lirrier. In this tabulation, at the end, there are five churches 
who had leases prior to 1941, and their leases expired in 1941 and were 
renewed at that time. I do not have the present dates of the original 
leases for the five churches. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Mr. Littler, do you know of any precedent 
for the procedure which you are asking be authorized—that is the 
procedure whereby the United States, as such, has transferred land 
directly to a church organization without cost? 

Mr. Lirriter. No, sir; I do not know of any instance where they 
have transferred fee title. I do know of several instances where land 
has been dedicated to church organizations. 

Chairman AspINaALu. By the Federal Government? 

Mr. Lirruer. Yes, sir. 

Chairman AsprinaLut. Do you have those in mind? 

Mr. Lirrter. There is one not far from the city of Yuma, Ariz., 
in which the Secretary has dedicated it to the church. Now, that is 
a dedication, the term of which is that the title to the land will revert 
to the Government upon the termination of use for church purposes. 
In other words, it is not a complete, full fee title. 

Chairman AsprInaLL. You see, what you are asking is getting very 
close to the principal which the Government has followed throughout 
its history and that is the complete separation of the Government from 
the church. Although there may be some reason for it, in this instance, 
in most instances, it has been a matter of local control. Don’t you 
have enough confidence in your officers whom you will elect to your 
council, upon incorporation, that they, together with the people whom 
they represent, will see to it that the churches are treated fairly in 
this respect? 

Mr. Lirrier. I would like to answer that in this way. Section 4 (a) 
would make it incumbent upon the city officials to sell the land to 
the churches the same as they would sell the houses and other private 
property on which private property is located. At least, that is the 
way I interpret the bill. That is the only place in the bill that would 
provide for the transfer of the land to the churches, under section 4. 
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Now, in section 4 (c), the interpretation of that is the city shall sell 
these lands at the appraised price and conceivably much of the prop- 
erty that the churches are on, 1 or 2 of them, I would imagine 
could very well sell for ten, fifteen, or twenty thousand dollars. The 
thing about which I am thinking here, I would like to point out to 
the committee, is that when we leased the land, we leased it for a 
dollar a year with the understanding or thought that the title was 
forever to remain in the name of the United States and as long as the 
United States owned the land, we would be able to rent it for a dollar 
a vear. 

Chairman AspiInaLL. What if the committee sees fit to put a pro- 
viso that the land should be transferred by the city authorities at 
approximately the price it was worth when the church was built and 
constructed? 

Mr. Lirrier. I can’t speak for all the churches on that basis, for 
this reason: The church of which I am a member was built in 1931. 
The land at that time was probably worth very little. The Church of 
the Latter-day Saints, which is now building, is a large structure and 
in the meantime the value of the land has increased substantially. It 
is in a desirable area. I could say that about the other churches. I 
don’t believe it would be a fair proposition to answer for the other 
churches. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Youne. What would vou think of a provision in the bill which 
would allow the city officials to dispose of the land at a price they felt 
adequate? You feel the present bill makes it obligatory to charge a 
fair and rational price? 

Mr. Lirrier. I do, yes. I am afraid I would have to answer that 
this way: I think it would be fair if there were assurance that the 
city officials could; however, as I pointed out in my testimony, that 
the church would bave no assurance that it would be sold for that and 
one of the reasons why I have attached the leases as I have shown bere, 
if vou will notice from that, there are a number of leases that expire in 
1961. That date is rather soon. There are others that run as long as 
2007 and those churches who have leases which run from now to 2007, 
assuredly, for 52 vears would be paving a dollar a year. Surely they 
wouldn’t want to go and buy the property at a sizable figuer at the 
present time. 

Mr. Upatu. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d like the unanimous consent of the committee to 
request certain information from the committee staff and accountants 
based on this. At the conclusion of Mr. Eaton’s testimony, under an 
agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of 
Nevada, dated January 3, 1944, the State of Nevada was given 
300,000 acre-feet of water for the calendar year out of Lake Mead. 
First I think we should have the amount of that entitlement that the 
State is using and an opinion as to whether or not the water that will 
come to Boulder City is within or outside that entitlement. 

Chairman AsprInaLu. Hearing no objections, it is so granted. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Littler. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 
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INFORMATION SUBSEQUENTLY FURNISHED BY ENGINEERING CONSULTANT 


On the basis of the most recent information available the State of Nevada is 
presently using about 64,000 acre-feet annually out of its entitlement of 300,000 
acre-feet annually covered by contract with the Secretary of the Interior. Nevada 
claims 900,000 acre-feet of Colorado River water comprising 539,100 acre-feet 
under paragraph 3 (a) of the Colorado River Compact and 360,900 acre-feet 
under paragraph 3 (b) and 3 (f) of the compact. The 64,000 acre-feet figure is 
based on information furnished by the State of Nevada and includes the water 
presently being used at Boulder City. Any increase in the Boulder City water 
supply to bring it up to the maximum authorized in this legislation would be 
chargeable to Nevada’s allotment and would be well within Nevada’s entitlement. 

Chairman AspINALL. Our next witness will be Mr. Bruce Renwick, 
vice president and general counsel for the Southern California Edison 
Co. Mr. Renwick, you made a statement before Mr. Young’s 
committee on September 21, 1953. Does your statement differ 
materially at this time? 

Mr. Renwick. Mr. Chairman, the statement was presented by the 
company which I represent. The statement that I propose to make 
today is materially different from the statement that we gave on 
that date. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The former statement was made by Harry 
Lock. 

Mr. Renwick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, ladies and gentlemen, 
our general offices are located in Los Angeles, Calif. In this statement, 
when I refer to S. 514, I am referring to S. 514, as amended. 

Mr. Chairman, as you suggested at the close of this morning’s 
session, I reviewed the statement which I proposed to give and it has 
been cut down materially in order that you can expedite the hearing 
this afternoon. 

Chairman AspINnALu. Unless there is objection, the prepared state- 
ment by Mr. Renwick, as handed to the committee, will be made a 
part of the record as if read. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered 
and you may proceed as you see fit. 

Mr. Renwick. Yes, sir; thank you. 

It is a pleasure to appear before your committee and to have this 
opportunity to present the views - _ Southern California Edison 
Co. concerning H. R. 2890 and S. 

The Southern California Edison ‘Co. is a California corporation. 
It is engaged in the business of generating, purchasing, transmitting, 
distributing, and selling electric energy in portions of central and 
southern California subject to the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of California. It is also qualified to do 
business in the States of Arizona and Nevada but not as a public 
utility. 

The company is one of the two agents of the United States that 
operate the powerplant at Hoover Dam. It also is one of the allottees 
and purchasers of electric energy produced at the Boulder powerplant. 

My remarks will be directed principally to section 8 of each of 
these bills which provides for the delivery to the proposed Boulder 
City municipality of electrical energy allocated to the Southern 
California Edison Co. and to the city of Los Angeles in which the 
United States has reserved a right of use at a maximum demand of 
power not to exceed 20,000 kilowatts. First, however, in order to 
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understand the company’s position in relation to this project and to 
properly interpret the contracts between the United States and the 
company with respect thereto, it is desirable to review briefly the 
situation leading to the construction of the project and certain of 
the subsequent events. 

When Congress enacted the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 
1057) in 1928, it determined to make the Boulder project self- 
liquidating. Among the conditions which had to be met before any 
money was appropriated for the construction of the dam or powerplant 
of the project and before any construction work could be done or 
contracted for, it was the requirement that the Secretary of the 
Interior make provision for— 
revenues by contract, in accordance with the provisions of this act, adequate in 
his judgment to insure payment of all expenses of operation and maintenance of 
said works incurred by the United States and the repayment, within 50 years 
from the date of the completion of said works, of all amounts advanced to the 
fund under subdivision (b) of section 2 for such works, together with interest 
thereon made reimbursable under this act. 

In 1928, the only substantial load centers where the electrical 
energy from the project could be absorbed within a reasonable period 
of time were in and around the metropolitan areas of the city of 
Los Angeles. The present substantial loads within the States of 
Arizona and Nevada were nonexistent. It was not possible for 
either State in 1928 to underwrite the cost of the project by entering 
into firm contracts “to take and/or pay for’’ any of the electrical 
energy from the project. 

Secretary of the Interior Ray Lyman Wilbur devoted a great deal 


of effort to the negotiation of contracts for the sale of energy from 
the project, which contracts had to contain firm obligations by respon- 
sible parties to repay the United States, over a period of 50 years, 
100 percent of the cost of the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of the project. On June 17, 1930, the Secretary was able to 
report by letter to the Senate Committee on Appropriations in part 
as follows: 


1, A wide regional benefit from this power was desired and obtained * * *. 

2. This wide distribution was not possible, however, if the States of Arizona 
and Nevada were required to firmly obligate themselves nor for power which 
they cannot yet use. The same was true to a lesser extent of the 11 smaller cities. 
Yet the act requires firm contracts in advance of appropriations, adequate to 
return the Government’s investment. It was found that sale of 64 percent of 
the firm energy would accomplish this. Two applicants had sufficient resources 
and market to be able to guarantee to take that amount of power, which is in 
excess of two-thirds of the entire present southern California consumption. These 
were the city of Los Angeles and the Southern California Edison Co. But to 
allot 64 percent to these 2 agencies would have meant a restriction of the regional 
spread of this power. The problem was solved by requiring the city to underwrite 
purchase of 37 percent and the company 27 percent of the firm power, of which 
these 2 only acquired title respectively to 13 and 9 percent; the balance of the 
64 percent being available to them only until the States of Arizona and Nevada 
and the smaller municipalities might need it. The smaller municipalities were 
allowed 1 year within which to contract for their 6 percent, and the 2 States the 
entire 50-year period of amortization within which to contract for their 36 percent. 
And this State power may be taken and relinquished again, on notice, as the 
cycles of mining or other development in these two growing States may require; 
their energy will thus be available for them for the entire 50 years, without any firm 
obligation to take it. This arrangement was only made possible by the earnest 
desire of the city and the company to facilitate the building of the dam as a 
solution of the water problem of the Coastal Plain. 
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As of April 26, 1930, the city of Los Angeles and the Southern 
California Edison Co., who were the parties that the Secretary thus 
recognized as being the principal underwriters of the Boulder project, 
executed a contract with the United States which was denominated as 
“Contract for lease of power privilege.’’ In this contract— 

(a) The United States leased to the city of Los Angeles certain 
powerplant units of the project and corresponding plant facilities 
and incidental structures as would be necessary to generate the 
energy allocated to it and energy for those allottees for whom the 
city was designated the generating agency, and leased to the 
Southern California Edison Co. certain powerplant units of the 
project and corresponding plant facilities and incidental struc- 
tures as would be necessary to generate the energy allocated to it 
and energy for those allottees for whom the company was desig- 
nated the generating agency; 

(6) The United States allocated all of the firm energy to be 
developed at the project on a percentage basis to the States of 
Arizona and Nevada, the Metropolitan Water District of South- 
ern California, the city of Los Angeles, the Southern California 
Edison Co., and 3 other private utilities and 11 municipalities; 

(c) The city of Los Angeles and the Southern California Edison 
Co. agreed to operate the powerplant and to generate all of the 
energy to be developed at the project, including not only the 
energy allotted to and contracted for by the city and the com- 
pany, but also the energy allotted to the other allottees. 

The effect of the contract for lease of power privilege dated April 26, 
1930, referred to above, was to make available to the city and the 
company certain energy and capacity from the Boulder plant, but it 
also placed upon them, whether or not they could use all of such 
energy, the obligation to pay for it, thereby giving the United States 
the financial underwriting agreement which was essential if the project 
was to be constructed. The significance of this situation is not readily 
appreciated today when the demand for electricity is so great, but 
at the time the project was constructed, there was serious question 
as to whether or not the energy available from the project could be 
fully used. 

Though each of the States of Arizona and Nevada originally were 
allocated and entitled to contract for 18 percent of the firm energy 
available from the project, they were not obligated to contract and 
pay for any of such energy until such times as they might elect to do 
so. It was not until as late as 1952 that the States took their entire 
allotments. Furthermore, both States bave the privilege of re- 
linquishing, whenever they may desire, any part or all of the power 
contracted for by them and then again to withdraw and take any part 
or all of such relinquished power. As stated by Secretary of the 
Interior Wilbur in his letter dated June 17, 1930, to the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations “the two States are allowed the entire 
50-year period of amortization within which to contract for their 
36 percent. And this State power may be taken and relinquished, 
taken again and relinquished again, on notice, as the cycles of mining 
or other development in these ‘two growing States may require; their 
energy will thus be available for them for the entire 50 years, w:thout 
any firm obligation to take it.”’ 
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The city and the Edison Co. and, more recently, California Electric 
Power Co. made this arrangement possible by obligating themselves 
until the end of the 50-year period to take and pay for such energy 
as is not contracted for by the States and not used by them or the 
metropolitan water district. During the period in which excess 
energy was available from the project, the States did not contract 
for the energy allocated to them and the city and the company were 
obligated to take and pay for and did take and pay for all of such 
unused energy. Furthermore, if at any time im the future, prior to 
the expiration of the contracts in 1987, the States should have avail- 
able to them energy at a lesser cost or otherwise more advantageous 
to them, as for example from other projects or from new fuels or 
processes, they could relinquish all or any part of the energy allotted 
to them for such periods as they may elect, and the city and Edison 
are obligated to take and pay for such relinquished energy. 

On May 29, 1941, the United States, pursuant to the act of Congress 
approved July 19, 1940 (54 Stat. 774), designated the ‘Boulder 
Canyon Project Adjustment Act,” entered into a contract designated 
“Contract for the operation of Boulder powerplant” with the city of 
Los Angeles and the Southern California Edison Co. This contract 
provides, among other thing, that— 

(1) The lease of the Boulder powerplant to the city and the 
company as lessees under the contract designated ‘Contract 
for lease of power privilege’’ dated April 26, 1930, shall terminate; 
and 

(2) The Boulder powerplant shall be operated and maintained 
by the city and the company as operating agents of the United 
States. 

Concurrently with the ee of this contract, the United States 
entered into separate contracts, eac ‘h designated “Contract for the 
sale of electrical energy” dated May 29, 1941, with the city of Los 
Angeles, Southern California Edison Co., the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, the cities of Pasadenz, Glendale, and 
Burbank, the State of Nevada, and the Nevada-California Electric 
Corp. (now California Electric Power Co.) which superseded the 
earlier contracts for the sale of energy from the project. 

The systems of both the city and the Edison Co. utilize steam and 
hydro generation plants loc ated, in many instances, at great distances 
from load centers. The opportunity of integrating the operation of 
the Boulder project with the facilities of the city and the company, 
and with the other projects of the United States on the Colorado 
River is of great benefit to the United States and to all other persons 
entitled to receive electrical energy from these projects. 

Article 20 (b) (i) of the contract for the operation of the Boulder 
powerplant, dated May 29, 1941, between the United States and the 
city of Los Angeles and Southern California Edison Co. provides in 
part as follows: 

Subject to the statutory requirement that Boulder Dam and the reservoir 
created thereby shall be used: First, for river regulatien, improvement of naviga- 
tion and flood control; second, for irrigation and domestic uses and satisfaction 
of perfected rights mentioned in section 6 of the project act; and third, for power, 
the operation of Boulder powerplant shall be reasonably integrated with the 
operation of other projects on the Colorado River owned and operated by the 


United States at which power is or may be developed and with the operations by 
the operating agents of their respective systems, including their other sources of 
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electrical energy; provided that the time and rate of delivery of energy to allottees 
and contractors other than the city and Edison Co. (while they are operating 
agents under this contract) shall not be affected by any program of integrated 
operation agreed to, decided on or determined under this article 20. Such 
reasonable integration of operation shall be with the view of effecting economical 
and efficient use of generating machinery and equipment and economical and 
efficient use of water at Boulder Dam and such other projects and at the operating 
agents’ other sources of electrical energy. It is understood and agreed that within 
the limits of use of water for power purposes at Boulder powerplant fixed in a 
program of integration of operations agreed upon, decided or determined under 
article 20 (b) hereof, and during the effective period of such program, the manner of 
integration between Boulder powerplant and the other sources of power on the 
respective systems of the operating agents shall rest with the respective operating 
agents, it being the intention of the parties that the programs of integration, 
although agreed upon, decided on or determined for the purposes and with the 
views set forth above, shall directly control only the manner in which the operat- 
ing agents shall or may operate Boulder powerplant and shall not affect the manner 
in which the operating agents operate their respective systems, including their 
other sources of electrical energy, except as such operations by the operating agents 
of their respective systems may be consequentially affected by such direct contro} 
of Boulder powerplant operations. 


H. R. 2890, introduced by Representative Young in the 1st session 
of the 84th Congress, and the companion bill S. 514, introduced by 
Senator Malone for himself and Senator Bible in the 1st session of the 
84th Congress and which was passed by the Senate, provide for the 
disposal of all properties owned by the United States in the Boulder 
City area which are not needed in connection with the administration, 
operation and maintenance of the Federal activities located within or 
near said area. 

Southern California Edison Co. does not wish to take the position 
either in favor of or in opposition to these bills except as they would 
affect the interests of the company or of its employees. Whether or 
not Boulder City should become an incorporated city under the laws 
of Nevada, we feel is a matter that should be decided by the residents 
of Boulder City. If Boulder City is established as an incorporated 
city, Southern California Edison Co. will, as it always has, cooperate 
fully with the residents and officials of Boulder City. 

The Boulder City area was established in the early thirties as a 
construction camp in connection with the Boulder Canyon project. 
The lands upon which it is located were withdrawn under the Reclama- 
tion Laws and are reserved for the construction and operation of and 
occupancy by the facilities relating to the Boulder project. The 
area is presently being administered by the Department of the Interior 
as a camp occupied for the operation of the Boulder Canyon project. 

Southern California Edison Co., in addition to being one of the 
agents of the United States for the operation of the Boulder power- 
plant and an allottee and purchaser of energy produced at the project 
also owns and operates two 220,000-volt transmission lines on steel 
towers which traverse the Boulder City area. These lines are used 
to transmit electric energy from the project to the company’s load 
center in southern California. The company also owns 22 houses and 
13 garage buildings which are occupied by its employees and their 
families engaged in the operation of the Boulder powerplant. The 
United States is the owner of the lands underlying all of the properties 
in this area, including those of the company. The company, therefore, 
is interested in the provisions of H. R. 2890 and S. 514 as an operating 
agent and an allottee of the Boulder project and also as an owner of 
property within the Boulder City area. 
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The principal change which we believe should be made in H. R. 
2890 and in S. 514 is in connection with section 8 of each of these 
bills. I believe that these sections are identical. Section 8 provides 
for delivery to the proposed Boulder City municipality of electrical 
energy allocated by the regulations and contracts of 1941 to the 
Southern California Edison Co. and the city of Los Angeles, but in 
which the United States has reserved a right to use such energy as 
may be desired by it at a maximum demand not to exceed 20,000 
kilowatts. In our opinion, the United States cannot properly trans- 
fer this electrical energy to the municipality for uses independent of 
the uses of such energy by the United States. 

The electrical energy to be generated at the Boulder powerplant 
was allocated on a percentage basis by the “General regulations for 
the generation and sale of power in accordance with the Boulder 
Canyon Project Adjustment Act” promulgated by the Secretary of 
the Interior on May 20, 1941. These regulations were incorporated 
by reference in each of the contracts designated ‘‘Contract for the 
sale of electric energy’? dated May 29, 1941, and in the contract 
designated “‘Contract for the operation of the Boulder powerplant” 
dated May 29, 1941. In article 4 of said regulations 7.0503 percent 
of the firm energy is allocated to the company. In this article it is 
also provided as follows: 

The United States reserves such electrical energy as may be desired by it at 
@ maximum demand not to exceed 20,000 kilowatts * * * the energy actually 
taken by the United States under this reservation shall be deducted equally out 
of the respective allocations of the city and the company * * *. Credits to the 
city and company for such energy will be given on monthly bills. The United 
States will use such energy only for its own use or for resale in construction or 
operating camps maintained by the United States, or for any purpose in the area 
bounded * * *, [Emphasis added.] 
and as described in said regulations. This is a relatively small area 
in the immediate vicinity of Hoover Dam and includes the Boulder 
City area. 

At the time that these regulations were promulgated and were 
included in the contracts of this company and in the contracts of 
others in regard to the Boulder project, all of the lands of the United 
States in the immediate vicinity of Hoover Dam, including the Boulder 
City area, had been set aside and reserved for the project under the 
reclamation laws. These contracts were executed by all parties with 
the knowledge and belief that these lands could be used for only 
purposes related to the project and that the Boulder City area would 
continue to be operated and administered by the United States in 
connection with the operation of the Boulder project. It was not 
contemplated by the parties that the Government would dispose of 
these properties and would encourage the creation of a municipality 
thereon which would attract commercial and industrial enterprises. 

So long as the Boulder City area continues as a Government camp, 
the quantity of energy which could be used therein would of necessity 
be relatively small, though the maximum instantaneous demand could 
at times possibly approach 20,000 kilowatts. Should, however, this 
area be ord of by the United States and commercial and indus- 
trial enterprises locate there, additional electric power would be re- 
quired. Twenty thousand kilowatts taken at unity load factor would 
approximate 175 million kilowatt-hours per year. When I speak of 
“unity load factor,’’ I mean if the demand were 20,000 kilowatts con- 
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tinuously 24 hours each day, 7 days each week, and 365 days each 
year. This “unity load factor” assumption is not unrealistic. 

Southern California Edison Co.’s prime allocation of Boulder firm 
energy is 7.0503 percent. In an operating year when firm energy at 
the project is not curtailed, this allocation presently entitles the com- 
pany to approximately 294 million kilow att-hours of firm energy. In 
a year such as this, however, when firm energy is not available from 
the project asa result of water conditions on the Colorado River water- 
aad this amount is greatly reduced. If one-half of 175 million kilo- 
watt-hours should be deducted from Southern California Edison Co.’s 
prime allocation of 7.0503 percent Boulder firm energy, it would re- 
duce the amount of energy which the company would receive under 
its prime allocation of Boulder firm power by almost one-third in a 
year in which firm energy at the project is not curtailed and by almost 
one-half in a year such as this current contract year ending May 31, 
1956. Furthermore, it would constitute a reduction in the allocation 
of Boulder firm energy made to the Southern California Edison Co. 
under the regulations of 1941 and the contracts entered into there- 
under, and if transferred to the proposed Boulder City municipality 
as provided in H. R. 2890 and S. 514, would constitute in effect an 
increase in the allocation of energy to the State of Nevada from 
17.6259 percent to approximately 29 percent. 

The energy which these bills propose to transfer to the Boulder City 
municipality is energy which is allocated to Southern California 
Edison Co. and to the city of Los Angeles. The company and the 
city have contracted to take and/or pay for all of such energy except- 
ing only such part thereof, up to a maximum demand of 20 ,000 kilo- 
watts, as may be used from time to time by the United States. These 
bills propose the creation of a municipality which would make pos- 
sible and would encourage the location of commercial and industrial 
enterprises in the area. Such enterprises also would lead to further 
development of the area, all of which would require larger amounts of 
energy than would be used by the United States. If such electric 
energy were to be supplied from the allocations of energy which were 
made to the city and to Edison Co., this would be a very different 
burden upon these allocations than the reservation made for uses of the 
United States by the regulations of 1941. Southern California Edison 
Co. would be deprived of energy in a different manner and to a differ- 
ent extent from that provided in these regulations and its contract; 
and also it will continue at the same time to be obligated to take and/or 
pay for any part of such energy as might not be used by the municipal- 
itv in the future until May 31, 1987. This obviously is not what was 
intended by the regulations of 1941, and would place a most inequi- 
table burden upon Southern California Edison Co. and the city. It 
would deprive each of them of a substantial part of the benefits from 
the project for which each of them contracted when they underwrote 
and made possible the construction of the Boulder project. 

To conclude that the parties intended that the Federal Government 
could transfer the 20,000 kilowatts of capacity expressly reserved to 
Federal Government for its use to any person whomsoever would be 
an unreasonable and inequitable interpretation of the contracts and 
the regulations and a complete disregard of the intent of the parties 
and the facts surrounding the execution of the contracts and the 
promulgation of the regulations. It was determined, and properly 
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so, that the Government would require a certain amount of electric 
energy for use in connection with its operation of the Boulder project 
and for Federal Government activities in the area defined in the regula- 
tions. There was no suggestion or thought, however, that this 
electric energy could be transferred to others entirely disassociated 
from the Government. 

It has een contended that the provision contained in the regulations 
of 1941 above quoted, that the “United States will use such energy 
only for its own use or for resale in construction or operating camps 
maintained by the United States, or for any purpose in the area’”’ 
bounded as described in said regulations, authorizes the transfer of 
this energy to the proposed municipality of Boulder City. This 
clause in our opinion is not subject to such an interpretation. We 
are not voicing any objection to the purposes for which the United 
States may use this energy in the area described in the regulations. 
Our objection is that H. R. 2890 and 8S. 514 propose that this energy 
be used not by the United States, but rather by Boulder City, a 
Nevada municipality, encompassing uses entirely disassociated from 
uses of such energy by the United States. Such a transfer of this 
energy does not come within the rights reserved to the United States 
by the regulations of 1941 and the contracts made pursuant thereto. 

The position of Southern California Edison Co. should not be 
misunderstood as attempting to limit in any way the rights reserved 
to the United States by the regulations for use of the energy allocated 
to the company. The company is not objecting to the use of this 
energy by the United States pursuant to said reservation; it is object- 
ing, however, to the proposal contained in these bills that an entirely 
different use be made of such energy which would, greatly increase 
the burden upon the company’s allocation. We also are not suggesting 
that the amount of energy or the places of use of such energy by the 
United States be limited beyond that provided in the regulations. 
We are suggesting, however, that energy supplied to Boulder City 
from Hoover Dam in excess of the uses of such energy by the United 
States must be supplied from energy allocated to the State of Nevada 
and not from the energy allocated to the Southern California Edison Co. 

In summary, the position of Southern California Edison Co. is 
that the rights reserved to the United States by the regulations of 
1941 to use energy allocated to the Southern California Edison Co. 
and to the city of Los Angeles cannot be transferred to the proposed 
municipality of Boulder City. We believe that section 8 of H. R. 
2890 and S. 514 should either be stricken from these bills or should 
be so amended as to limit the delivery to Boulder City of energy, 
which the United States has reserved the right to use under article 
4 of the regulations of 1941, to such quantities of energy as are used 
presently by the United States in Boulder City. 

Another subject which should be given consideration in this pro- 
posed legislation is the rights-of-way which are occupied by trans- 
mission lines used to transmit electric energy from the Boulder Canyon 
project. Section 13 of H. R. 2890 and also of S. 514 provides in part: 


RIGHTS-OF-WAY 


That nothing in this Act shall be deemed to affect any existing right-of-way 
heretofore granted under the provisions of the Project Act or otherwise, or any 
rights reserved to the United States in connection with the grants of such rights- 
of-way. 
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It is not clear, however, from the other provisions of these bills whether 
or not the lands underlying these rights-of-way are to be sold, trans- 
ferred or otherwise disposed of by the United States. 

As previously stated, all lands within the Boulder City area are in 
the status of lands withdrawn for the construction and operation of, 
and occupancy by facilities relating to the Boulder project. If the 
lands underlying transmission line rights-of-way are disposed of 
pursuant to this bill, the rights-of-way would lose the protection 
which they receive under such withdrawals. In the event that 
buildings, trees, or other encroachments should be allowed on these 
rights-of-way, fires and other accidents could hazard the continuity 
of electric service to the many millions of people served by electricity 
transmitted over these transmission lines. 

We believe that the lands underlying these transmission line rights- 
of-way should continue to be protected from any inconsistent uses. 
This could be accomplished if a comma were to be substituted for the 
period at the end of section 13 of H. R. 2890 and S. 514 and the 
following provision added thereto: 
and the lands underlying the rights-of-way which are occupied by main trans- 
mission lines used to transmit electrical energy from the project shall be set aside 
and reserved for said purposes and shall not be sold, transferred or otherwise 
disposed of under the provisions of this Act for any other purpose. 

Chairman AsprnaLL. Thank you very much for a clear statement 
as to the position of the company which you represent. 

Does the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk, have any questions? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Renwick, as I understand your position, it is simply 
this. You feel any power delivery from the Boulder project to the 
municipality of Boulder City should come from the allocation for the 
State of Nevada; that is, anything above and beyond the power 
actually used by the United States Government itself in certain 
facilities of its own which may remain in this area? 

Mr. Renwick. Anything beyond the uses of the Federal Govern- 
ment should be charged to the allocation of the State of Nevada; yes. 

Mr. Youne. Would that be legal for the Government to take up 
Nevada’s share? You seem to feel that the use of additional power 
for any purpose other than Government activity is illegal. 

Mr. Renwick. I think 17.6259 percent is not. Any additional 
power that would be used in the State of Nevada would be. 

Mr. Youna. That isn’t my question. Would it be legal? Nevada 
has a contract for 17.6259 percent and Southern California Edison Co. 
has a contract. If you say they can’t do it to Southern California, 
what authority would they have to do it to Nevada’s allocation? 

Mr. Renwick. We are not taking any power away from the State 
of Nevada. 

Mr. Youne. You would be taking power away from the State of 
Nevada. 

Mr. Renwick. No; we wouldn’t. 

Mr. Young. It is partly due to the physical location of the State 
of Nevada. The State of Nevada is using its share of power else- 
where, not in the Boulder City area. The 20,000 kilowatts with 
which you are concerned is being used here in Boulder City now. 

Mr. Renwick. Congressman Young, as I remember, the alloca- 
tion was to the State of Nevada, the original allocation which was to 
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the State of Arizona. Arizona has an Arizona Power Authority and 
the State of Nevada has the Colorado River Commission who handles 
those matters. The State of Nevada is also receiving energy from 
Davis Dam. This Colorado River Commission of the State of 
Nevada is the contracting agency. Now, any additional power that 
the State of Nevada gets can be used in the State of Nevada, in any 
part of the State of Nevada. 

Mr. Young. Certainly. So could any of the power Southern 
California Edison gets be used in any part of the State of Nevada. 
In my mind, if there is a contract where the State of Nevada gets 
17.6259 percent, can the Federal Government order or require the 
deduction be made there for the purpose of supplying Boulder City 
with any more propriety or rectitude than it can with respect to 
the 20,000 kilowatts in which Edison is interested? You raise a legal 
problem in my mind and then you turn around and say take it from 
Nevada. 

Mr. Renwick. My position is that the reservation in article 4 
states that there is a 20,000-kilowatt capacity reserved to the United 
States for its own use in this particular area. Now, may I answer the 
question. 

Mr. Youna. I wish you would. 

Mr. Renwick. Over the period of a year, the load factor of the 
power taken by the Government has varied. 

Mr. Youna. That is true. I don’t care what the load factor has 
been. If you question the authority of the Government to take these 
20,000 kilowatts, which it has reserved to itself for its own use and 
resale or reconstruction for purposes in the area bounded, how can 
you give, or suggest that the Government should take part of the 
power which has been allocated to the State of Nevada and use it 
for this purpose? 

Mr. Renwick. I am saying that the 17.6259 percent is the amount 
of power that was allocated to the State of Nevada. If they are going 
to take part of the power that was reserved for the Government, they 
are getting far more than they had been entitled to. 

Mr. Youna. I don’t agree with you. I don’t see how you can come 
up with that interpretation. 

I would like to ask another question with regard to article 4 of the 
regulations. You placed a great stress on article 4. You are an 
attorney, are you not? 

Mr. Renwick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Young. I direct your attention to this: 

The United States will use such energy only for its own use or for resale in 


construction or operating camps maintained by the United States, or for any 
purpose in the area bounded * * * 


I presume when they drew those regulations “for any purpose in the 
area bounded,” they should have some significance. Your interpre- 
tation makes them absolutely without significance. You would re- 
strict the Government’s use for only Federal activities. Now, what 
interpretation do you put on “any purpose in the area bounded’’? 

Mr. Renwick. You have just stated my interpretation. 

Mr. Youna. In other words, you are rewriting the interpretation 
for the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Renwick. Absolutely not, in my opinion, sir. 
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Mr. Younc. We differ in our opinions there. In the past some of 
this power probably has been used for non-Federal purposes. Have 
there been any violations of your understanding in the past? 

Mr. Renwick. We have not objected to any deliveries of energy 
that have been taken by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Youna. That is argumentative. I asked, in your opinion, has 
there been any violation of this regulation in the past? 

Mr. Renwick. I do not know of any violation, sir. 

Mr. Youne. Would you say if power is to be sold for a motel down 
on the corner, that is for Federal purposes? 

Mr. Renwick. Yes; I would say, Congressman Young, that this is 
a Government reservation. Southern California Edison Co. has ap- 
proximately 75 employees here. The Bureau of Reclamation have 
employees here. The Park Service has eroployees here. The Bureau 
of Mines have employees here. These people must have places where 
they can buy groceries. They have to have a hospital, drugstores, 
and people, when they come into the area, have to have someplace to 
stay. Salesmen come in to sell grocieries and things like that. I 
think the motel is a use incidental to the Federal activities in the 
Boulder project area. 

Mr. Youna. Those same conditions will exist if the bill is enacted, 
right? 

Mr. Renwick. My position is that I don’t know what the situation 
will be after the bill is enacted, whether it will- 

Mr. Youna. I am sure a man of your tdlligence can project into 
the future and imagine that this bill is enacted and reasonably con- 
clude there will be motels, cafes, Federal employees and non-Federal 
employees in this area. Correct? 

Mr. Renwick. [ recognize that. 

Mr. Youna. In the present area outlined in green on the map, it 
woud be possible for more motels, more cafes, more restaurants to 
be established, which might utilize more power? 

Mr. Renwick. My answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Youna. And, if that power amounted to at least 20,000 kilo- 
watts a year, you would have no objection? 

Mr. Renwick. Yes; I have. I would have an objection to that, 
but I have to qualify. 

Mr. Youna. You have no objection to the proper use of the power 
for these motels, cafes, and restaurants? 

Mr. Renwick. As long as they are related to the Federal Govern- 
ment activities in the area, I would not object. Then, I would go 
one step further and say to you that if these motels, and so forth, 
about which you’re speaking, are related to Government activities 
in the Boulder City area, then we could have no objection to that. 

Mr. Youne. Do you think all the existing motels and cafes are 
related to Federal Government activities? 

Mr. Renwick. I would say so; yes. 

Mr. Youna. If we built five more, would they be related to Federal 
activity? 

Mr. Renwick. I think in that case you would have to examine 
each of these situations as they came up. I couldn’t say whether 1, 
2, or 3 would. 

Mr. Youna. I don’t think I will belabor the point anymore. 

Chairman AsprinaLL. The gentleman from Arizona. 
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Mr. Upatt. As I see this, Mr. Renwick, and recalling the testimony 
of Mr. Romney this morning, vou have a very nice legal question. 
At least I, as a lawyer, think it is a nice question, with you taking 
one position and the Department of the Interior taking another. 

Mr. Renwick. I believe they take a different position. 

Mr. Upatu. It would seem to me if we leave section 8 in the bill, 
we then have a justifiable controversy that can be resolved. If you 
prevail in court the Boulder City municipality would have to go 
to the Nevada contracting agency and get power from Nevada’s allo- 

cation; but what bothers me is, if we strike section 8 out, as you sug- 
ae we might completely destroy the position taken by the’ Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the matter would not get into court, where 
it seems to me it belongs. Would vou dispute that summary of it? 

Mr. Renwick. In the last paragraph, I suggested that either the 
section of the bill be stricken or it should be amended to limit the 
delivery to Boulder City of energy which the United States has re- 
served the right to use under article 4 of the regulation of 1941, to 
such quantity of energy just used by the U nited States and Boulder 
City. 

Mr. Upati. Which, in effect, would make your interpretation 
prevail? 

Mr. Renwick. Correct. 

Mr. Upaut. That is all. 

Mr. Hosmer. With reference to the allocation of 17.6259 percent 
to Nevada of this energy and in connection with Mr. Young’s ques- 
tions, is my understanding correct that this percent, if the power were 
to be given to the city out of Nevada’s allocation, would not be 
reduced and that it would be a redistribution within the State of 
Nevada of the 17.6259 percent? 

Mr. Renwick. If you were to give this 20,000 kilowatts of energy, 
as proposed in the bill, to Boulder C ity, you would, in our opinion, 
be taking it away from the energy that has been allocated to the ¢ ity 
of Los Angeles ‘and Southern California Edison Co. They would 
be reducing our allocation and increasing the allocation to which the 
State of Nevada was originally entitled. 

Mr. Hosmer. If vou did not do that, but you did get the State of 
Nevada to supply energy to Boulder City out of its 17.6259 percent, 
vou would not be diminishing the percentage allocation of the State of 
Nevada, but vou would merely be redistributing it within the State. 

Mr. Renwick. That is my ere 

Mr. Hosmer. Referring to page 17 of your testimony where you 
quote the 1941 regulations, do I understand by your interpretation that 
you mean the regul: ition is to be read about as follows: 

The United States will use such energy only for its own use or for resale in 
construction or operating camps maintained by the United States, or for any 
purpose in the area * * *, 


Mr. Renwick. I go one step further “or for any purpose in the area 
means that the Government can use it for any use in the area which is 
incidental to its Federal activity in the area. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, largely it revolves around the word 
‘use,’ whether the United States uses it, or somebody else uses it. 
You are saying the use is limited to the United States? 

Mr. Renwick. Yes. 
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Mr. Hosmer. You heard the witnesses testify here today. As the 
city exists, it is more or less of a unit which reasonably bears some 
relation to its function as a base for Government operations in the 
area; that if future development were made here, those would not be 
related to Government operations in the area and their power as 
employed to those new developments would bear no relation to the 
governmental uses. Correct? 

Mr. Renwick. Correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. We find at the present time approximately 40 million 
kilowatt-hours of electricity are being used annually in Boulder City. 
Do I presume that figure, then, weed be the yardstick of reasonable 
governmental use and that, if so, that formula could be devised to put 
in this bill whereby if the 20,000 kilowatt capacity were utilized for 
approximately such annual kilowatt-hours, then you feel there would 
be no constitutional question involved in depriving you? 

Mr. Renwick. That is what I suggested in my statement. May I 
go one step further. Over a period of years, this use varies. In 
1952-53, the energy used by the United States in Boulder City was 
39,791,074 kilowatt-hours, with a 12,600 kilowatt demand and that is 
33.1 percent load factor. In 1953-54, the use was 42,822,636 kilo- 
watt-hours, with a 14,500 kilowatt demand and a load factor of 30.9 
percent. Last year, the actual use was 43,087,527 kilowatt-hours, 
with a 13,500 demand and a load factor of 33.7 percent. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, then, I want to ask your opinion as an attorney. 
Assuming that such a limitation as I have previously mentioned were 
put in this legislation, there probably would be no justiciable issues, as 
referred to by Congressman Udall, no occasion for a court case and 
the city would get that amount of electricity ; however, if there were 
no such reasonable limitation put in there, there could be a court case 
based on a constitutional question, which, if decided unfavorably to 
the city, would cut off its power completely without any provisions for 
supplying power to this area. Is that correct? 

Mr. Renwick. It would certainly be grounds for a court case, 
Congressman Hosmer, and if the court case went against the city and 
the clause were thrown out of the law, there would be no authority to 
deliver any power to the city. 

Mr. Hosmer. That, of course, would leave the city completely 
without electricity or revenues. 

Mr. Youna. A minute ago you admitted you had this regulation so 
power could be delivered to the city. Now, you say if it is a court 
case 

Mr. Hosmer. My question was merely a hypothetical question 
based on the law. In his answer he was giving me a hypothetical 
case. 

Mr. Youne. If the court case went against the city, then no power 
could be delivered, as you said. Wouldn’t the regulation still apply? 
Wouldn’t the city still be entitled to a certain amount of power under 
the existing regulation? 

Mr. Renwick. That the city would be? 

Mr. Youna. I am asking you. 

Mr. Renwick. In my opinion, Congressman Young, the uses of 
this energy under article 4 are limited to the governmental uses of 
the United States in this area and they have no right to transfer that 
energy to the city of Boulder City, a Nevada municipality. 
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Mr. Hosmer. In future explanations, my question was based upon 
the assumption that the only authority that the United States would 
have to deliver power would be based on that statutory right which 
we are discussing now. 

Chairman AspinaLut. Thank you very much, Mr. Renwick. 

The Chair wishes to suggest, it may be necessary for you to come 
to Washington when we have our hearing. 

Our next witness will be Mr. T. M. Blakeslee, electrical engineer in 
charge of operations of the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power. 

Mr. Blakeslee, is the position that you take in your statement 
materially different than that taken by Messrs. Mathews and Bate- 
man when they appeared before the Young committee on September 
21, 1953? 

Mr. BuakeEsteEe. In principle, it is the same. In detail, it is quite 
different; however, in the interest of expediting the proceedings, I 
don’t think it is necessary that I read this complete statement. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Unless there is objection, the statement of 
Mr. Blakeslee will be printed in the record as if read and he may 
proceed to read such parts of his statement as he feels necessary. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered 

Mr. BuaKeEsueEr. The stand that the department of water and 
power has taken is one not in favor or against the incorporation of 
Boulder City. We feel as the Edison Co. does. Whether Boulder 
City is incorporated or not is an item for the citizens of this town to 
decide and I might say, parenthetically, I am happy to see it get the 
consensus of the citizenry. 

Under the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, the Depart- 
ment of Water and Power of the City of Los Angeles is designated the 
agent of the United States for the operation, maintenance, and the 
making of replacements at Hoover Dam powerplant of 11 generating 
units of 82,500 kilovolt-amperes each, one 62,500-kilovolt-ampere 
Feernne unit and the 2 station service units Two of the 82,500- 

ilovolt-ampere generating units are operated to suppy the Metro- 
politan Water District of Southern California and 2 to supply the 
State of Arizona. One of the 82,500-kilovolt-ampere units and one 
62,500-kilovolt-ampere unit are operated for the State of Nevada and 
six 82,500-kilovolt-ampere units are operated principally to supply 
the requirements of the department of water and power, although a 
total of 79,000 kilowatts from these 6 units is utilized to generate 
energy for the municipalities of Pasadena, Glendale, and Burbank 
and the State of Nevada and the United States. 

In connection with its duties as operating agent, as outlined above, 
the department also operates, maintains, and makes the necessary 
replacements to the transformation and switching equipment neces- 
sary to deliver the Hoover energy allocations to the high-voltage 
transmission systems of each of the previously named users of energy. 

This department has built at its own expense three 287-kilovolt 
power transmission circuits, which it now owns and operates, for the 
purpose of transmitting from the Hoover powerplant to Los Angeles 
all of the Hoover energy to which the department and the California 
municipalities of Pasadena, Glendale, and Burbank are entitled. 
These lines are located on the public domain under permits from the 
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United States pursuant to the Boulder Canyon Project Act; they do 
not pass through the present limits of Boulder City. 

In order to fulfill its responsibilities as operating agent, the depart- 
ment at present is maintaining a force of 125 employees, for the most 
part highly skilled for their jobs, in connection with the operation 
and maintenance of facilities in this very large hydroelectric generat- 
ing plant. All of them reside in Boulder City and a comparable 
force will continue to live there after incorporation. Of these em- 
ployees, 94 percent are married. Living accommodations are pro- 
vided for these employees in homes owned by the department on 
parcels of land leased from the Federal Government. From time to 
time, additional groups of employees are dispatched to Boulder City 
to perform overhaul and emergency maintenance of the facilities 
operated by the department. The department has built and main- 
tains an administration building with offices, communication facili- 
ties, and an assembly hall, as well as other necessary official quarters, 
all in keeping with its broad activities in connection with the Hoover 
project. The department’s investment in buildings, both office and 
residence, and equipment, therefore, approximates $1 million. In 
the event of incorporation, and when permitted to do so, the depart- 
ment may acquire the fee title to the parcels of real property upon 
which are located these residences and official buildings. 

In the light of the above, it is readily apparent that the concern 
of this department in any proposed incorporation of Boulder City is 
severalfold. The department will be affected as the operating agent 
for the public agencies which receive electrical energy from Hoover 
Dam powerplant. It will be a substantial property owner in the 
new community which will emerge if H. R. 2890, introduced in the 
present Congress, is finally enacted into law. It will own, operate, 
and maintain three 287-kilovolt power transmission circuits, a por- 
tion of which, if the present bill becomes law, will be located within 
the proposed Boulder City municipal area. 

Agitation for the incorporation of Boulder City has been going on 
for some time. During previous hearings related to this matter, the 
management of this department has expressed itself as satisfied 
with the present Federal administration of that community. It 
was felt that Boulder City, as administered, provided a more satis- 
factory environment for the large number of department employees 
who resided there. The department, although it does not recede 
from its expressed attitude in this regard, has maintained an attitude 
of full cooperation in matters relating to the proposal to effect incor- 
poration. The department is of the opinion that, in the final analysis, 
the question of whether or not there should be incorporation is for 
the residents of the community, as such, to determine. 

Under Federal supervision certain restrictions have been enforced 
in the present community of Boulder City relative te the sale of liquor, 
gambling, prostitution, etc. In section 10 of H. R. 2890 it is provided 
that such restrictions shall expire at the date of incorporation or at 
such time as the United States ceases its operations and supervision 
of Boulder City. 

In the past there has been considerable controversy as to whether 
or not, in the event of incorporation of Boulder City, these restrictions 
should be made permanent. It appears to us that this city, which 
will provide the only community environment for the Boulder project, 
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will contribute to the more effective carrying out of the purposes of 
the project if the restrictions are permanently attached to each parcel 
of land within the municipal area disposed of by the Federal Govern- 
ment. Our conclusion in this regard is influenced by the fact, here- 
tofore pointed out, that a large number of our employees reside, with 
their families, in Boulder C ity, which employees are engaged in con- 
nection with the project. However, the final decision as to the con- 
tinuation of the restrictions should rest with the people of the com- 
munity and the proposed legislation should give ample time and full 
opportunity for the making of such a decision. 

Any proposed Boulder City municipal area should, in our opinion, 
exclude any and all lands now a part of the public domain upon which 
are located the main power transmission lines carrying energy from 
the Hoover powerplant. Experience has proven that problems often 
develop between a community and a utility maintaining high-tension 
powerlines passing through the incorporated area. One of the most 
common problems in this respect is that of keeping buildings and 
community activities out from under the lines. Such problems ‘should 
be avoided by leaving the lines and supporting towers on the public 
domain outside of the incorporated limits of the community. 

In section 8 of H. R. 2890 the Secretary is authorized to deliver to 
the new municipality of Boulder City electrical energy reserved by 
the United States under the 1941 regulations up to a maximum demand 
of 19,500 kilowatts. We respectfully urge that this provision should 
be deleted from the bill or amended, and in support of this we submit 
the following history and background relevant to this energy. 

By article 4 of the regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the 
Interior for the generation and sale of power at Hoover powerplant, 
electric energy, at a maximum demand of not to exceed 20,000 kilo- 
watts, is reserved by the United States and, in connection therewith, 
it is provided in the regulations that the— 

United States will use such energy only for its own use or for resale in construction 
or operating camps maintained by the United States for any purpose in the 
area bounded by the east line of R. 66 E., the south line of T. 20 8., the east line 
of R. 62 E., the south line of T. 23 S., Mount Diablo meridian, Nevada; and the 
south line of T. 29 N. and the east line of R. 21 W., Gila and Salt River meridian, 
Arizona. [Italics ours.] 

This energy is deducted equally out of the energy allocated respectively 
to this department and Southern California Edison Co. 

The provision out of the allotments of the city of Los Angeles and 
Edison Co. of electrical energy for Government uses in and about 
Boulder City had its inception in the contract for lease of power 
privilege of 1930 between the United States and the aforementioned 
agencies. In the 1930 contract the amount of power reserved was 
smaller; i. e., 5,000 kilowatts, and the area of use was not delineated. 
It appears very clearly to us that the energy was made available for 
Government uses and purposes, including resale, on the Federal 
domain. It was never contemplated that this energy should be di- 
verted to a community incorporated under State law outside the pub- 
lic domain. 

As indicated by the chart attached hereto, marked “Exhibit A,”’ the 
present use by the United States of this reserved power is at a load 
factor of approximately 35 percent. It is reasonable to anticipate that 
the use of the power within the city will not greatly increase so long 
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as the city remains under the jurisdiction of the United States. If, 
however, the city is released from Federal jurisdiction, and is per- 
mitted to incorporate under the laws of the State of Nevada, it is 
reasonable to anticipate that the load factor use of the power will 
greatly increase and might very well reach an ultimate load factor of 
100 percent. This woah mean a use by the new community of 170 
million kilowatt-hours annually, as contrasted with the present use by 
the United States of 44 million kilowatt-hours annually. 

We respectfully urge that, if the United States is authorized by the 
Congress to permit the newly incorporated community to use this 
power, the load factor use by the community should not exceed that 
of the United States and that the proposed legislation should be 
amended accordingly. To this end, we respectfully submit the fol- 
lowing amendment to section 8: 

Provided further, That in any event the energy delivered hereunder to the munici- 
pality in any 1 year shall not exceed in amount the maximum demand of this use 
at an annual load factor of 35 percent. 

We respectfully call the attention of the committee to the fact 
that the Federal Government, by turning this energy over, pursuant 
to section 8 of the bill, to an incorporated city of Nevada, is, in 
effect, taking Hoover energy which has been allocated to Los Angeles 
and Edison Co., and adding it to the allocation of the State of Nevada. 
In other words, the allocation to Los Angeles and Edison Co. is 
being diminished and, to the extent and by reason thereof, the allo- 
cation to Nevada is being increased. 

Mr. Renwick gave the figure that increased that allocation from 
17 to 22 percent. 

In this connection, it should be kept in mind that all of the Hoover 
energy has been allocated by regulation of the Secretary of the 
Interior; that of such energy Los Angeles has been allocated 
17.5554 percent, Edison Co. 7.0503 percent, and Nevada 17.6259 per- 
cent; and that section 8 of H. R. 2890, if enacted into law, takes 
energy from the 17 plus percent and 7 plus percent, respectively, of 
Los Angeles and Edison Co. and adds it to the 17 plus percent of the 
State of Nevada. The attitude of Congress as to these allocations 
is expressed in section 8 of the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment 
Act (Public, No. 756, 76th Cong., ch. 648, 3d sess.), as follows: 

Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized from time to time to promulgate 
such regulations and enter into such contracts as he may find necessary or appro- 
priate for carrying out the purposes of this Act and the Project Act, as modified 
hereby, and, by mutual consent, to terminate or modify any such contract: 
Provided, however, That no allotment of energy to any allottee made by any rule 
or regulation heretofore promulgated shall be modified or changed without the 
consent of such allottee. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Unless there is objection, the exhibit marked 
“Exhibit A’’ having to do with the statistical matter relating to the 
Hoover energy used by Boulder City, will be made a part of the record 
at the end of Mr. Blakeslee’s statement. Hearing no objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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Exuisit A 


Hoover operating year use of Hoover energy by Boulder City 


! 
Kilowatt-hours Peak, 69 kilovolts 


Rene rer neeenprrerep ore magenta mana | Toad 
Boulder Boulder | Total, 69 | Water kilovolte + | nti 
: kilovolts +) pumps, | "138 kijo- |Kilowatts} Date | pumps 
138 kilo- 2.4 kilo- volts+ 2.4 

volts volts kilovolts | 


-| 1 6,356, 46 918,100 | 7, 274, 560 
_..| 18, 582, 3: 590. 430 
ih 0, 715, 900 
i 17, 090, 653 |111, 078, ¢ 2, 305, 516 
769, 142 2 |} 7,975, 405 | 15.835. 487, 200 | 
416, 495 | 24,479,970 | 24, 896, | 27, 257, 865 
64, 879 | 26, 900, 169 | 26, 965, 29, 494, 548 |... ____ 
24, 793, 837 | 24, 873, 27,474,202 | 26,168 | Nov. § 
25, 249, 686 | 25, 249, 6: 27, 923,386 | 26,928) Feb. 
25, 583, 582 | 26, 322, 67: 28, 993, 473 (3) 
39 | 25, 983, 899 | 27, 186, 33 29, 928, 738 (3) | 
30, 593, 836 149, 775 | 30, 743, 6 33, 522, 511 10, 700 
29, 058, 630 211,341 | 29, 269, 32, 485, 371 10, 750 
29, 708, 000 455, 510 | 30, 163, ! 32, 934, 310 | 12, 100 | 
35, 459, 000 , 020, 157 | 36, 479, 12 : 39, 462,157 | 15,000 | Js 
| 36, 282, 000 260, 104 | 36, 542, 249, 6 39. 791,704 | 12,600 | F 
39, 096, 000 129, 836 | 39, 225, 14, 500 | 
| 39, 805, 000 24, 527 | 39, 829, ! 3, 458, 000 43, 287,527} 13, 500 
| 
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1 33 kilovolts. 
2 138 kilovolts. 
3 Not available. 


Source: Power Operating and Maintenance Division, Statistical Section, Oct. 19, 1955. 


Chairman AspinaLL. The Chair has one question, Mr. Blakeslee, 
and it has to do with the position of these two allottees if the area is 
allowed to remain as it now is and the Federal Government continued 
to operate it as it has in the past years and we have an influx of popula- 
tion to take care of the visitors to the recreational area and the dam 
and more motels are needed and the Government’s operation should 
approximate 20,000 kilowatt load, what would the position of your 
company be then? 

Mr. Buaxkeswer. As long as the city of Boulder City does not ex- 
pand beyond the requirements of the operation of the dam, including 
tourist trade, I believe the number of motels will be governed by the 
law of supply and demand. As long as there is no influx such as outside 
industry to cause motels to be built here—— 

Chairman AspInauu. If the Government should see fit to lease a 
sizable plot of land within the area to some manufacturing plant that 
would need a large load of power, what would your position be? 

Mr. BuakesteE. That is something like the Bureau of Mines. It is 
pretty well covered by the contract. 

Chairman AspINnALu. You couldn’t have any objection. 

Mr. Buaxester. As long as it pertains to the operation of the dam 
or some expansion in this area that the Government has to develop, 
1 see no reason to object. 

Mr. Sisk. Pursuing that question just a little bit further. Assum- 
ing, for example, legislation by the Congress might be passed which 
would make it more favorable for more people to come into this area 
and locate in Boulder City to the point where they were using 170 
million kilowatt-hours, then you would still have no objection as long 
as it was a federally owned city. Is that right? 
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Mr. Buakesten. As long as the uses are by the Government. I 
think the question is pretty much a legal question. I am an engineer. 
As long as the use is by the Government in the area and primarily 
for the operation of Hoover Dam, I don’t. In accordance with the 
regulations, I believe that power—although I don’t see how it could 
reach the figure of 170 million kilowatts a year. 

Mr. Sisk. Assuming we were able to enact some law or make it 
favorable for people to move in here, we can certainly see where it 
could build up to 170 million kilowatt-hours and under that circum- 
stance, then, you could pose no objection since there has been set 
aside 20,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. BLaKESLEE. You mean if the Government went into the 
business of promoting the area and the city not incorporated? 

Mr. Sisk. Basically, as I understand it here, as long as the city, 
irrespective of what size it gets to be, is a Federal city and is elec- 
trically being furnished by the Federal Government of 20,000 kilo- 
watts, which could possibly run up to 170 million kilowatt-hours, 
then you would have no objections and could have none. It would 
be completely legal, in other words. 

Mr. BuakesutExz. As I say, I am not alawyer. If the Government 
should find it necessary for some development in this area that it 
would pursue, like building another dam, that would be Government 
use within the area. 

Congressman Younc. The Nevada allocation is 17 percent at the 
present time. 

Mr. BLAKESLEE. 17.6 percent. 

Mr. Younc. You feel the Nevada allocation has been increased 
because some of the power is being used here in Boulder City and not 
included in the 17.6 percent? 

Mr. BLakesLer. We were using that as an argument to show if 
the city of Boulder City becomes incorporated, as such, that the 
power taken by the city represents a load factor of 100 percent. 

Mr. Youna. I understand you are using it as an argument. If 
you say Nevada has been increased to 24 percent if it uses all the 
170 million kilowatt-hours, couldn’t you with equal logic contend 
the Nevada allocation has been increased in effect, with the utilization 
of part of this 20,000 kilowatts here in Boulder City at the present 
time? 

Mr. BuaKkes.Ler. Well, to the extent that the power that the city 
of Boulder City presently uses is used in the State of Nevada. 
Broadly speaking, as an argument, I believe Nevada gets so much 
power from the Hoover project. 

Mr. Youna. You consider it a pretty sound argument? 

Mr. BLAKESLEE. Yes; I would. 

Mr. Upatu. As I see it, Mr. Blakeslee, the city of Los Angeles and 
Southern California Edison Co. stand in the same shoes on this matter. 
Your proposition takes more or less of a middle ground in that you 
are willing to go along with the status quo if the energy used, that is 
the present amount of energy you proposed in the amendment, that 
would permit the present amount of energy used by the new incor- 
porated Nevada city? 

Mr. BuaKkesLeEk. That is correct. We feel it was the intent at the 
time article 4 was written that the power was to be used for the opera- 
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tion of the dam and that is the extent to which we feel this com- 
promise accomplishes that purpose. 

Mr. Youna. I would, Mr. Chairman, if I may, like to ask Mr. 
Renwick what is the amount being used. 

Mr. Renwick. This 35 percent about which Mr. Blakeslee talks is 
the approximate load factor. 

Mr. Youna. Present use? 

Mr. Renwick. Present load factor of the Government at the pres- 
ent time. Not being an engineer, I think I would like to check with 
my engineers to determine whether or not this 35 percent load. factor 
is the proper figure to use or whether this proposed amendment is the 
answer. 

Mr. Buakester. It should be expanded. Each of us is trying to 
arrive at the same end, I would say. 

Mr. Younc. Assuming that the 35 percent is accurate, can you 
take a position for the company as to whether it is for or against the 
proposed amendment? 

Mr. Renwick. What I siid ia my statement Congressman Udall, 
was that it should be amended to permit the uses being made of it by 
the United States of America. 

Mr. Youna. I think his proposal is a little broader. As I construe 
it, it is—— 

Mr. BuaKkes ee. I should like the opportunity to do this, to con- 
sult with my engineers and | would be very happy to address a letter 
to your chairman to state whether or not our company would go along 
on the 35 percent. Each of us are trying to arrive at the same goal. 

Mr. Upaut. That is all I had. 

Chairman AsprnaLL. The Chair would be glad to receive that 
letter. 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. As I understand your position, you feel that the 
Government does not have the authority to turn this power over to 
the incorporated city pursuant to legislation such as we are now con- 
sidering? 

Mr. BLakESsLEE. Yes; as I say, I am no lawyer. 

Mr. Youne. You feel that you are in a firm legal position. You 
feel that you are on firm ground there, is that right? 

Mr. BLAKESLER, Yes. 

Mr. Young. When you offer a compromise proposal to give away 
35 percent of that, aren’t you giving away a valuable resource of your 
company ? 

Mr. Buakes.erz. No; I feel that——— 

Mr. Youne. Do you feel there is enough doubt in there to warrant 
the consideration by a court? 

Chairman AspINWALL. Might I suggest that that is not a necessary 
result. Doubt might be a question of the gentleman’s questioning 
of equity. 

Mr. BLakesLeErE. Yes; as I stated before, we felt it was the intent 
that sufficient power come from Hoover Dam to take care of the 
city of Boulder City, insofar as it has to do with the operation of 
the Hoover project and the present load is an independent case 
of the amount of energy required for that purpose. 

Chairman Aspinautu. Thank you very much, Mr. Blakeslee. 

Our next witness will be Samuel Lionel, representing the residents 
of Lakeview Addition, Boulder City. 
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Before you begin your presentation, Mr. Lionel, could you advise 
the committee about how long you will have to have? 

Mr. Lionet. I imagine about 10 minutes would cover the prepared 
statement I have and I anticipate there will be a few questions, be- 
cause I have heard some questions directed to the witnesses with 
respect to the Lakeview Addition. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Do you intend to read all your statement? 

Mr. Lionet. I intend to read it all. 

My name is Samuel S. Lionel. I am a member of the Las Vegas, 
Nev., law firm of Rudiak, Horsey & Lionel. I am here today as legal 
counsel to the Lakeview Addition Residents’ Committee. The pur- 
poses of that committee are to work to make Lakeview a better place 
to live. 

The membership of the committee consists of an overwhelming 
majority of the adult residents of Lakeview Addition. Were it not 
for the fact that most residents of Lakeview are Government employ- 
ees, and for such reason some are reluctant to become members of the 
committee, the membersbip of the committee might possibly co.sist 
of all or almost all of the adult residents of Lakeview. 

Lakeview Addition is actually a part of Boulder City and is located 
in the northwesterly part of the city. It encompasses an area of 
approximately 20 acres. The center of the area is less than 1 mile 
from the center of Boulder City. 

The history of Lakeview Addition prior to 1950 is succinctly and 
ably set forth in a report of a survey made under the direction of the 
Bureau of Reclamation of problems affecting Boulder City, Nev., 
dated May 18, 1950, made by Henry Reining, Jr., professor of public 
administration and political science of the University of Southern 
California. The report is Senate Document No. 196 of the 8Ist 
Congress, 2d session. On pages 144 to 146 of that report the following 
appears: 

McKeeversville.—Boulder City has a slum, and it is the result of lack of planning 
plus, in fairness it should be added, unwillingness of Federal administrative 
officials to wreak hardship on hapless folk. Nevertheless, if we needed a patholog- 
ical specimen to prove our diagnosis of Boulder City’s planlessness of late, Mc- 
Keeversville would do very nicely. 

Officially McKeeversville is not there at all. Its denizens are squatters, pay no 
ground rents and hold no leases. Their houses stand on neither lot nor plot be- 
cause the area was never laid out. They are on power and water lines, but sub- 
standard ones at that. They pay the garbage fee but have no sewerage facilities. 
Yet there are 50 houses in McKeeversville (or should we say, more suitably, 
‘“habitatione’’). 

Actually, McKeeversville is very much there. It has even acquired a polite 
name: Lakeview Addition. It is older than Boulder City itself because it origi- 
nated as the overflow of the initial Government camp which was located just 
south of it, to survey and lay out Boulder City. And it has been ‘‘overflow” 
ever since. 

A concerted effort was made for a period of years tc evacuate McKeeversville, 
and it was almost successful. In 1940 only 4 or 5 families remained there. Then 
came the war, the burgeoning of basic magnesium, and so forth with the result 
that McKeeversville grew again—to a high of 60 families. 

Finally, in September of 1948 the Bureau of Reclamation accepted what seemed 
the inevitable and pronounced a plan for developing McKeeversville. It does 
stand on one of the finest building sites in town. It is fairly level and commands 
a magnificient view of the lake. In part the Bureau’s action was induced by a 
petition from 20 McKeeversville families attesting to their desire to have leases 
and build permanent homes thereon, 

That is the present stand of the Boulder Canyon project—develop the site 
and lease out the lots for residence; then evict all nonlessees. 
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In order to bring this subcommittee up to date with respect to 
Lakeview, a survey for such purpose was conducted within the past 
30 days. Of the 67 families who reside in the area, 42 answered the 
survey. Once again the reluctance of some Government employees 
prevented the survey from encompassing more of the residents. The 
results of the survey are as follows: 

Thirty-five own their homes, seven rent their homes. 

The average age of the homes was 13 years, the oldest being 25 
vears old and the newest 6 vears. 

The average estimated value of the homes was $3,880. It must 
be borne in mind that such average estimate applies solely to the 
improvements as the land belongs to the Government. 

Only 1 of the 42 homes was built by a contractor. All others were 
constructed by the people now livi ing in them or their predecessors. 

Only seven did not have permission from Boulder City officials to 
build or buy their homes. All others had permission to buy or build 
or were encouraged to do so by Boulder City officials. 

The average square footage of the homes is 775% feet. All but 3 
have 1 bedroom, 28 have 2 bedrooms, 9 have 3 bedrooms and 1 home 
has 4 bedrooms. 

Only seven homes do not have telephones. All have water and 
electricity. The average monthly utility bill is almost $12. 

One hundred twenty-six people live in the forty-two homes. Sev- 
enty-nine of these are minors, forty-four of whom are of school age. 

‘Twenty-four people work or operate a business in Boulder City. 
The average yearly income is $4,137. 

Twenty-six families belong to social organizations in Boulder City. 
All support community drives and patronize Boulder City stores. 
All but three families read the Boulder City newspaper. 

The Lakeview Addition Residents’ Committee believes that this 
survey demonstrates that the Lakeview area consists of average hard- 
working American families. They are living in homes they built, 
bought, or rented with the permission or encouragement of Gov ern- 
ment officials. 

For may years the Government has spent large sums of money in 
improving boulder City. Many trees have been planted and other 
things done to beautify Boulder City. The Government has built 
homes in Boulder City for Government employees which homes now 
have a current fair market value of a total of approximately $2 million. 
(See S. Rept. 1091, 84th Cong., 1st sess). 

The residents of Lakeview addition have built their own homes. 
They have planted their own trees and otherwise beautified the land 
on which they live. Some have orchards. I have a few snapshots, 
showing a little of the area, which were taken within the last week or 
so, which I desire to submit to this subcommittee. 

As the recent survey reveals, people are living in homes built prior 
to 1950, the time of Mr. Reining’s report. While there has been little 
or no new building since 1950, residents of the community have im- 
proved their homes by adding rooms and otherwise making their 
homes and the land around their homes more habitable. It can no 
longer properly be termed a slum area. It is, rather, an integral part 
of the desert oasis that is Boulder City. True it is not up to the stand- 
ards of Boulder City, but it is nevertheless most habitable. That it 
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is not up to the standards of Boulder City is not the fault of the inhabi- 
tants of Lakeview. 

Let us see what has been done by the Government to improve 
conditions in Lakeview during the time the Government has spent 
millions of dollars improving Boulder City. In 1950, apparently 
after Mr. Reining’s report, $100,000 was reprogramed out of the Boul- 
der Canyon project budget for improvements to Lakeview. However, 
only a very small portion of this money was used for Lakeview. A 
section of a new water supply line was installed. Nothing further has 
been done to improve Lakeview. Thus, it can be seen that the Lake- 
view area, although part of Boulder City has been treated as a step- 
child while the rest of Boulder City has had favorite-child treatment. 
It is indeed a tribute to the residents of the Lakeview area that they 
have accomplished what they have under the circumstances. It is 
further indicative of the caliber of the residents of the Lakeview area. 

What is it that the residents of Lakeview addition want? Their 
desires might best be stated as follows: 

1. They want to live in the homes they have built or purchased 
with the approval or encouragement of Federal officials. 

2. They want to lease the land on which their homes are located. 

3. They want improvements to be made so as to bring the standards 
in their area up to those in the rest of Boulder City. 

4. They want to be able to purchase the land on which their homes 
are built in the same manner as other homeowners in Boulder City 
will be able to do if the proposed legislation is enacted. 

Can these desires be termed other than reasonable? Are they not 
merely normal desires of respectable, hard-working people of a small 
part of a city, who have been downtrodden and ignored for many years 
while the rest of the city has had favorable treatment, saying please 
do not ignore us any longer? I believe that justice and equity demand 
that the residents of Lakeview no longer be ignored. I believe that 
the residents of Lakeview have been second-class citizens of Boulder 
City long enough. It is time they were treated the same as other 
residents of the same city. The proposed legislation now under 
consideration by this committee is the vehicle by which the residents 
of Lakeview can become equals to other residents of Boulder City. 

As Mr. Reining pointed out in his report, the area of Lakeview 
addition was never laid out, because of the lack of planning. As a 
result, there is no scheme or pattern with respect to where the homes 
are located. People built their homes, with the permission and 
encouragement of Federal officials, in the best place they could, 
taking everything into consideration, particularly the magnificent 
view of Lake Mead which the area commands and from which the 
name Lakeview came. 

However, there are roads in the area. True, they are poor roads. 
But they are poor because of the failure on the part of the Govern- 
ment to improve them. I have a topographical map showing the 
location of those roads which I desire to submit to this subcommittee. 
These roads have been in existence for more than 20 years. The 
homes in the area are located along these roads. There appears to be 
no valid reason why a survey cannot be made and the area subdivided 
into lots and blocks taking into consideration the existing roads and the 
location of the existing homes of the area residents. That such was so 
was recognized by the Senate in subsection 4 (b) of S. 514, as amended, 
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84th Congress, Ist session. That subsection is in our view an excellent 
one except that we believe that it should be amended in one important 
respect. After providing for surveying and subdividing into lots and 
blocks, so as to conform, within the limits of equity and feasibility, 
to the existing pattern of land occ upancy, and the leasing of such lots 
to the owners of the homes thereon, the subsection provides that 
where, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Interior, equitable or 
practic al considerations require, another lot within the subdivision 
may be leased to a resident of Lakeview on condition that the lessee 
agree to relocate or build a habitable structure on such other lot. 
No provision is made in the section for determining where such other 
lot may be. We believe that provision should be made for such a 
situation. 

We believe that if it becomes necessary for any resident to relocate 
or build a habitable structure on another lot in the subdivision pro- 
vided for in S. 514, as amended, as a condition to acquiring a lease 
that he should then be given a choice of any other available lot in the 
subdivision. Such relocation or rebuilding will undoubtedly cause a 
serious financial loss to such person. We recommend that provision 
be made for such person to have a choice of any available lot before 
available lots are leased or sold to any nonresident of the area. We 
believe the Secretary should be authorized to establish priorities, based 
upon length of residence or upon some other equitable basis, to obviate 
any problems that might arise if more than one resident has to be 
relocated. 

Accordingly, we recommend a provision be contained in any bill 
recommended by the subcommittee providing as follows: 

The secretary shall cause to be surveyed and subdivided into lots and blocks 
that part of Boulder City where federally owned lands not under lease are occupied 
by privately owned habitable structures and which is commonly referred to as 
Lakeview addition. Such subdivision shall be made so as to conform, within 
limits of equity and feasibility, to the existing pattern of land occupancy. On 
submission of satisfactory proof of ownership, the Secretary may, in accordance 
witb such subdivision and pursuant to the first proviso under the heading ‘Boulder 


Canyon Project” in the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1941 (54 Stat. 


406, 437), lease to the owner the lot on which any such habitable structure is 
located, or, where, in the Secretary’s judgment, equitable or practical considera- 
tions require, another lot within the subdivision on condition that the lessee 
agree to relocate or build a habitable structure on such other lot. The Secretary 
may condition the continued validity of any such lease on the lessee’s rehabilita- 
tion, replacement, or relocation of any or all structures occupying the land in 
order to bring about closer conformance with general standards previaling in the 
community: Provided, that where an owner is required to relocate or build on 
another lot, such owner shall have a choice of any other available lot in the sub- 
division and such choice shall be afforded prior to the sale or lease of any lot in 
the subdivision to any person other than an owner. ‘The Secretary shall establish 
necessary rules and regulations for such purposes. 


To improve the Lakeview area, subparagraph (b) (2) (B) of section 
6 of S. 514, as amended, provided for an expenditure of an amount 
not to exceed $150,000 for necessary improvements. We recommend 
strongly that a similar provision be embodied in any legislation 
recommended by this subcommittee. Such amount would go a long 
way, possibly even accomplish, all that is required to bring the area 
into conformance with general standards prevailing in Boulder City. 

The Lakeview area has no sewerage system. The residents have 
individual cesspools. There are located in the area two large septic 
tanks which I understand were used in connection with CCC barracks 
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many years ago. Although there has been no formal engineering 
survey made for such purpose, I have been advised that these two 
septic tanks can be utilized so as to dispose of all sewerage from the 
Lakeview area at a cost of only approximately $13,000. This is just 
an example of what can be done to improve the lot of the inhabitants 
of the Lakeview area if funds were made available for such purposes. 
We believe the sum of $150,000 would accomplish what should right- 
fully be done to bring the area into conformance with general stand- 
ards prevailing in the rest of Boulder City. 

Accordingly, we respectfully recommend to this honorable sub- 
committee that subparagraph (b) (2) (B) of S. 514, as amended, be 
included in legislation now being considered. We believe that such 
a provision, together with the provisions above recommended, are 
vital to the needs of the residents of the Lakeview area and equity 
and justice demand their inclusion. 

I wish to thank the honorable members of this subcommittee for 
affording me this opportunity to appear in behalf of the Lakeview 
Addition Residents’ Committee. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Thank you very much, Mr. Lionel, for the 
very good statement, ulthough, you didn’t stay within your 10 
minutes. I can appreciate the embarrassment, because I am a 
member of the bar, too, and I can never stay within my allotted 
time. 

Mr. Sisk. I would just like to commend Mr. Lionel on his state- 
ment and I have no questions. 

Mr. Upauu. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Chairman Aspinautu. Thank you very much. I think that we have 
a pretty good picture of what is involved in Lakeview subdivision. 

Our next witness is the Reverend Earl Fox, speaking for the Boulder 
Citv Citizens’ Committee. 

Without objection, the map referred to by Mr. Lionel will be 
received and made a part of the file. 

Mr. Lionext. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry to 
have overlooked that detail. 

Chairman AspinaLL. Mr. Fox, you appeared before the Young 
committee in 1953, did you not? 

Mr. Fox. Yes. 

Chairman AspInauu. Is this a different statement or the same 
statement? 

Mr. Fox. It is different, sir. 

Chairman AspInaLu. Unless there is objection, the entire statement 
of Mr. Fox will be made a part of the record as if read and he may 
refer to such parts as he sees fit. 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman, members of the House Subcommittee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, I am Earl S. Fox, a citizen of Boulder 
City, and am here to present testimony on behalf of the Boulder 
City Citizens’ Committee. 

Our testimony concerns section 10 of the Boulder bill Senate 514, 
House 2890, which section has to do with restrictions against gambling, 
liquor, prostitution, and so forth. These restrictions have been in 
force in our city for almost 25 years. We want them continued so 
long as this be the desire of the majority of our citizens. We are here 
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today to call upon you, our elected representatives, to make this desire 
possible. 

That such is the desire of the overwhelming majority of Boulder 
City citizens, is amply documented. The Reining report in 1950 
spoke of the overwhelming opposition to gambling and liquor in the 
city. A public reférendum held in November 1953 on this question 
resulted in a vote of 959 against opening the city to gambling and 
liquor, to 540 in favor. This referendum question was tied to perma- 
nent deed restrictions, since at that time it appeared to be the only 
way open to protection. Many of the 540 who voted with those who 
wanted an open city were as opposed to gambling and liquor as the 
majority, but they shied away from permanent deed restrictions. The 
local chamber of commerce polled its members at this time also, and 
the results were: 82% percent opposed to gambling; 66 percent opposed 
to liquor. In order io get a clearer expression, a group of citizens, 
prior to the Senaie hearing last May, circulated petitions which simply 
asked whether or not one was in favor of gambling or liquor in Boulder 
City should the city become incorporated. This informal poll again 
surfaced the overwhelming opposition in this community to the intro- 
duction of gaming and hard liquor. 

Our committee, therefore, speaks not only its own convictions, but 
is confident that it voices the sentiment of the vast majority of our 
citizens as far as section 10 is concerned. Our committee respectfully 
petitions the House of Representatives to amend the Boulder bill, 
S. 514, H. R. 2890, as follows: 

Section 10 to remain as it is to line 10 on page 23, after which it 
would be amended to read: 

This section, as well as all conditions pursuant thereto, shall expire, whenever 
the Constitution of the State of Nevada shall have been amended to provide for 
local option in incorporated municipalities, or, the approved charter of the Boulder 
City Municipality shall contain a provision which will permit the citizens of 
Boulder City to determine the question by individual referendum according to 
democratic process, whichever comes first. 

We cannot see how anyone who made honest objection to per- 
manent deed restrictions as a method of control, can object to this 
recommendation. We pledge ourselves to work with all citizens and 
groups to achieve local option through either of the two avenues 
suggested at the earliest possible time, in order that our property 
may be in fee at the earliest date and Boulder City citizens given the 
right to decide their own affairs through democratic process. 

This hearing marks the fifth attempt to ascertain the mind of 
Boulder City on this legislation. Dr. Reining in 1950 was sent out 
to survey the situation and secure reactions. The resuiis were alluded 
to above. In October of 1953, the late Senator Pat McCarran visited 
Boulder City and held an informatl hearing and emphasized the fact 
that nothing was going to be done until it satisfied the people of 
Boulder City. In November 1953, the subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House held a formal 
hearing in Boulder City, chaired by Congressman Clifton Young, to 
get the pulse of the community on the proposed legislation. Formal 
testimony was given at that time by our committee calling for pro- 
tection against the gambling and liquor trades. The City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power also demanded similar 
protection for its employees here. In May 1955, the Interior and 
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Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate held a formal 
hearing in Boulder City on the Boulder bill, seeking as they put it, to 
find out what the people of Boulder City wanted. Senator Malone 
was most emphatic in stating that he was not going to move anv 
legislation until the bill represented what the people of this city 
wanted. Our testimony at that time outlined exactly what the 
people wanted so far as section 10 was concerned. Other citizens 
who testified and presented evidence to supplement our report under- 
scored our obvious desire. ‘To date, all our expressions and docu- 
mented demands have achieved nothing. Various minority segments 
of our community have been heard on other phases of the bill and 
many of their requests have been incorporated in the bill. But our 
testimony, which represents the conviction and desire of the vast 
majority of the entire city, is for some reason treated with unconcern. 
And so far as we are able to ascertain, the reason for this refusal has 
never been given to us. 

Now we are appearing before a fifth group, ostensibly here to find 
out what the citizens of this community want. This is, of course, 
understandable and deeply appreciated. For you were elected to 
represent us in the legislative area of Governme nt. It is our fervent 
hope that you will take steps to arrest the previous policy of inaction 
so far as section 10 is concerned. 

What has happened to section 10 so far? The original bill suggested 
by the Department of the Interior, which was the basis for the 1953 
hearing, stated that the Federal Government would continue current 
restrictions against gambling, liquor, prostitution, narcotics, and so 
forth, until incorporation, or at such time as the United States may 
otherwise cease its operation and supervision of Boulder City. 

Our testimony in 1953 objected to this, since without local option, 
this provision only protected us until incorporation, at which time the 
Federal Government would wash its hands of all moral responsibility 
and dump the community helpless before statutes which gave it no 
choice. 

Our testimony, however, and subsequent correspondence with the 
Bureau accomplished nothing. All we received were replies which 
would indicate that the authorities in Washington believed we had 
local option and that on incorporation we would be privileged to 
exercise our choice according to that democratic procedure. 

At the hearing last May before the Senate committee, we again 
presented our case and pointed out the lack of understanding and/or 
action resulting from our previous testimony. The Senate committee 
apparently recognized that this overwhelming demand of our people 
had been ignored, for the bill they wrote and passed amended section 
10. Instead of these restrictions expiring on incorporation, the Senate 
bill extended the time 2 years after incorporation. 

Our committee would like to express appreciation of this amend- 
ment for it marks the only response so far to our importunity. 

But candor forces us to point out that the amendment they offered 
will in no way secure for us the thing we want. In the first place, the 
Senate amendment only postpones the dumping day for 2 years 
Granted, that something might occur before that time to give us local 
option. This, however, is far more unlikely than likely. And second, 
this amendment is tied to a proviso clause, which says that this 2-year 
period can be voided at any time by a resolution adopted by the 
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governing authority of the incorporated city. In other words, a city 
council could vacate this period the first week they met and by reso- 
lution remove restrictions which we insist should be removed only by 
referendum. 

Therefore, despite our appreciation of the action of the Senate, we 
are actually right back where we started. We make this fulsome 
presentation to you, gentlemen, in order to make certain that the 
House version of the bill will not be inadequate in section 10 because 
of ignorance of the situation. 

We offer our two-way amendment after careful consideration of all 
known avenues of control. Some have suggested the possibility of 
local option by resolution of the State legislature. We object to this 
method, for the same body could reverse its action by another resolu- 
tion. Permanent deed restrictions have been discarded not only 
because of understandable opposition, but because we felt the desired 
end could be attained by other means. At the Senate hearing in May, 
Senator Alan Bible asked the chairman of our committee if a legal 
opinion from the attorney general of the State telling us that under the 
present constitution we do have local option would be acceptable to us. 
This, too, we rejected, the Senator himself being a perfect illustration 
of our answering contention. When Senator Bible was attorney gen- 
eral of the State, he rendered an opinion that religious bodies could 
properly rent school facilities. His successor the following term ruled 
exactly the opposite. We are not here prepared to argue the merits 
of either decision, but would only point the obvious hazard of making 
such an opinion our hope for protection. 

The two possible steps in our proposed amendment are perfectly 
satisfactory to us and we believe manifestly fair. 

We grant that our proposition embraces deed restrictions, but we 
would respectfully point out with emphasis that the bill submitted by 
the Department of the Interior and the bill passed by the United 
States Senate already include deed restrictions. The Senate bill, 
which is the pertinent one, restricts deeds to all property purchased 
under the bill for potentially as long as 6 years, since it would seem 
to be the hope that incorporation could be ac ‘hieved in 4 years. All 
we ask is that the termination date be extended, in order to accomplish 
that which is manifestly the spirit of the original bill submitted by the 
Department of the Interior and the spirit of the Senate bill No. 514. 

That our interpretation is true is amply verified in a letter from 
Mr. L. N. McClellan, Acting Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. He writes: 

These restrictions would be terminated upon the date of incorporation, since 
it is our view that after the community is self-governing, these matters should be 
determined by the local citizens in the normal democratic manner. Every 
precaution would be taken, however, between the date that the property is sold 
and incorporation to make sure that no conditions develop which would adversely 
affect the community’s freedom in making this determination. 

If you read those words carefully and grasp their letter and spirit, 
it is very plain that Mr. McClellan wanted the people of Boulder City 
to be protected until they could protect themselves and that he was 
under the impression that such protection could be established by us 
under Nevada law. This, we still insist has not been proved. 

We believe also that the Senate committee thought they were doing 
something to protect us by adding their amendment to section 10. It 
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would be difficult for us to believe that the Senate committee would 
come here to learn our mind in this matter and then deliberately take 
action that would ignore it. 

The Federal Government through the Bureau of Reclamation has, 
and will continue to have, in Boulder City a big stake. The city of 
Los Angeles and the department of water and power likewise. Both 
have spoken, urging that the people they have brought here for their 
services be protected. Sitting at the ‘table at this hearing is our 
Nevada Representative in the House, the Honorable Clifton Young. 
He also has our interests at heart. It would be difficult for us to con- 
ceive of him overtly ignoring the spirit of section 10 and the desires 
of Boulder City concerning it. In the face of the open espousal of our 
position by the groups most concerned, we press for adoption of our 
amendment. 

It is possible that your subcommittee, and eventually your com- 
mittee, will approve our arguments, but hesitate to act because such 
action would make Boulder City different from other parts of Nevada. 
We have, of course, heard such objections expressed, as if our com- 
munity with its high moral tone made us in some way inferior to the 
rest of the State. An attorney who spoke against our 1953 testimony 
spoke of “‘an iron curtain around the soil of Boulder City,” and called 
Boulder City ‘‘an orphan child of the State of Nevada.” 

We are reminded of the boy from the East Side of New York City, 
who went to the country to a camp for the first time. Seeing a flock 
of birds flying over, he turned to his counselor and said, ‘‘Gee, the 
poor things, they ain’t got no cages.’ 

We were supposed to weep copious tears because we “ain’t got no 
cages."’ We don’t want any cages, nor do we feel particularly like 
orphans, because we are bereft of what he called “‘the protection * * * 
and benefits” of Clark County and the State of Nevada. We are not 
sure, in the first place, what he meant by ‘protection and benefits,” 
but we do know that we have been doing quite well without them for 
25 vears 

Ours is not a new city making new demands upon the State. We 
have had a quarter of a century of history. We have had a quarter 
of a century of protection. We want it to continue, that’s all, until 
we want it changed and have the right by law to change it. Why is 
it thought so strange that we seek such a continuation as if we had 
dreamed up some wild, unheard of request. 

Others have ventured the opinion that our amendment would invade 
State’s rights. This is predicated on the assumption that Boulder 
City is not a part of Nevada. This is not true. We pay county and 
State taxes on homes and personal property and we pay the sales tax. 
We exercise our franchise as registered voters in Clark County = 
Nevada; yet, the Federal Government has leased land here for 2 
vears, with restrictions differing radically from the standards of 
Nevada, so far as gambling and liquor are concerned. We have 
heard no complaint from county or State. Any individual or corpora- 
tion in Nevada can convey title to property with restrictive covenants 
without breaking any law whatsoever. 

This protection, mind you, has been afforded us within a year or 
two of the time that gambling, for example, has been legal in Navada. 
The two standards have been operating side by side for practically 
the entire period of their histories. 
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If Senate bill 514 and House bill 2890 should be passed as now 
written, these restrictions would be continued as long as 2 years 
beyond the release of the city by the Federal Government. Every 
day of those 2 years, Boulder City would be operating on an entirely 
different standard from the rest of Nevada so far as these restrictions 
are concerned. And who introduced this bill with this amendment 
in the Senate? Senator George Malone, vehement champion of 
State’s rights. If extending restrictions for 2 years was not con- 
sidered anti-State’s rights by Senator Malone, why should a further 
extension in line with our committee’s proposed amendment be any 
more considered such an invasion? 

Our committee thanks you for coming here, in order that we might 
be heard. The rest of the Nation, the rest of the State, the rest. of 
Clark County is not involved in this legislation. We are not anti- 
State or anti-Clark County. We are pro-Boulder City and we feel 
that we are on solid ground in respectfully insisting that our amend- 
ment, so overwhelmingly backed by the people of Boulder City, be 
made an amendment to section 10 of House bill 2890. 

Chairman AsprnauL. Thank you very much, Mr. Fox for a very 
good statement on the position which your group takes. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Upatu. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do I understand that you lack confidence in any local 
council that might be elected, you lack confidence in its preserving 
these rights? 

Mr. Fox. Yes, we think it should be a matter of referendum rather 
than resolution. 

Chairman AsprnaLL. Thank you very much. 

(Subsequent to the hearings the following letter was received from 
Reverend Fox and the chairman has authorized its inclusion in the 
record :) 

GRACE COMMUNITY CHURCH, 
Boulder City, Nev., November 26, 1955. 
Hon. Wayne N. ASPINALL, 


House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. AspINALL: I was privileged to offer testimony at the House 
hearing in Boulder City, November 21, 1955, relative to section 10 of the Boulder 
bill which deals with restriction against gambling, liquor, prostitution, ete. 

I am afraid some of our testimony will mystify your committee unless I explain 
that I was not aware until after the hearing of the existence of Calendar No. 1103, 
Report No. 1091 of the Senate, which includes letters exchanged between Senator 
Alan Bible and Harvey Dickerson, attorney general of Nevada, regarding the 
possibility of Boulder City achieving local option through such a proviso in its 
charter of incorporation. Senator Bible had some time back written me that he 
and Mr. Romney of the Solicitor’s office were working on the problem. He 
neglected to send me any further information and we assumed that they had 
been unable to come up with any solution. The extension of the restrictions for 2 
years as in amended §S. 514 meant nothing to our group inasmuch as we had no 
further information concerning this matter. It appeared to us to be merely a 
gesture. We now see that Senator Bible and our local citizens committee working 
separately and apart have come up with essentially the same solution. We are, 
of course, glad for this meeting of minds. Nevertheless, we continue to point 
out that our proposed recommendation, which is in agreement with the intention 
of the Senate bill, gives us that added measure of protection, which we feel is 
necessary. There are those who seriously maintain that the opinion of Attorney 
General Dickerson will not stand up. S. 514 as amended puts all its eggs in the 
one basket and if this basket breaks our eggs are ruined. It is conceivable that the 
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State legislature under pressure could continually postpone action until this 2- 
year period expired, at which time all restrictions would automatically become 
null and void. The same end might be achieved by local citizens who would 
hope to enrich themselves personally from these traffics if they employed delaying 
tactics. Our recommendation as you note on page 2 of our testimony does not 
put a calendar limit on the restriction, but rather asks that the restrictions remain 
until local option is approved in our charter, meaning, of course, that it will 
stand up. 

Our concern that the proviso clause in section 10, which was added by the 
Senate be completely stricken from the bill was highlighted the very day after 
the hearing when the front page of the Las Vegas Review Journal carried a 
report of liquor and gambling permits being issued in our neighboring city of 
Henderson in an area where they had never been issued before. And I quote 
these lines from the article: ‘‘There was much opposition to the Perlstein permit 
expressed at the meeting last night but the council brushed it aside and granted 
the use permit. * * * The battle on the liquor and gambling proposal raged 
hot and heavy for a time with the junior chamber of commerce representatives 
arguing against the use permit along with other individual businessmen and 
residents, but the city council overrode this opposition and expressed the opinion 
that the city was in dire need of a good restaurant and cocktail lounge.’”’ We 
feel that this question of control should be decided by the people of Boulder City 
by referendum and never by a simple city council resolution. 

Since we now have a meeting of minds and since our representatives have been 
made completely aware of the overwhelming desire on the part of our people 
for local option, we hope for an amendment to the bill that will achieve this end. 
You personally, sir, and your associates will merit the everlasting gratitude of 
the people of this beautiful little community which for 25 years has been physi- 
cally and morally clean and which we would like to have the privilege of keeping 
that way. 

Very sincerely vours, 
Ear S. Fox, 

Chairman AspinaLuL. Our next witness is Mrs. Coen Stice, repre- 

; ge ; 
senting the Boulder City Civic Committee. 

Mrs. Coen Stice, we are pleased to have you before our committee. 

Mrs. Stice. | am happy to be here to represent the Boulder City 
Civic Committee. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the House of Representatives, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I am Mrs.*Coen Stice. | 
am a citizen of Boulder City and live at 628 Avenue H._ I represent 
the Boulder City Civic Committee. 

I am speaking concerning the protection of Boulder City against 
gambling and the manufacture and sale of liquor in our city. 

We did not find that Senate bill 514, House bill 2890 insured us 
protection against these vices, therefore, in May, 1955, we circulated 
the following petition: 

Acting on the announcement that the hearing on the Boulder bill (Senate 
bill 514; House bill 2890) scheduled for May 10, 11, 1955, is for the purpose of 
finding out what the people of Boulder City want. We the undersigned would 
respectfully inform our Representatives that we are opposed to any action which 
would open the way for the introduction of gambling, manufacture and sale of 
liquor, and prostitution in our city. 

More than 1,052 residents of Boulder City signed that petition. 
These people wish to keep Boulder City a good place in which to live. 

The petition with signatures was handed to the chairman of the 
Senate committee at the hearing on the Boulder bill held in Boulder 
City, May 10 and 11, 1955. 

Since there is no local option law in the State of Nevada, we feel 
that the present Boulder City bill, House bill 2890, does not give us 
the protection it should against the vices named above. 
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I might add, if I may, that we do not feel that the Senate bill, as 
amended, assures, this protection. 

Chairman AspINALL. You have heard the suggestion of Mr. Fox. 
Do you think that is more in line? 

Mrs. Srice. | think that is right. If the people were allowed to 
vote, then it would be right. Boulder City would still be a good 
place in which to live. I don’t feel we can rely on elected officials, 
because they are all human. You can elect one whom you think is 
excellent, but something may get ahold of him. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Upauu. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Chairman AspinaLuL. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness will be Mr. John F. Grau, representing the Federal 
“municipal”? employees. 

Mr. Grav. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Government employees, of course, are the last to be recognized in 
this hearing for probably the good or bad of the city. Of course, 
everyone in the city has been heard, no doubt, the businessmen, 
chamber of commerce and representatives of the city and housing 
committee and various others, no doubt, so no one then, of course, 
but me, has taken the interest to represent the Government employees 
who are going to be affected by this bill. 

Chairman Asprnauy. You may proceed without any attempt to 
criticize what has happened as far as programing is concerned and the 
Chair will accept the responsibility; being a Government employee 
himself, he feels you have a right to voice your opinions, but you will 
be heard in the position in which you were placed. 

Mr. Grav. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, 
I am John F. Grau, a member of the Boulder City maintenance staff. 
I represent the Bureau of Reclamation employees of the city whose 
jobs would be affected by enactment of any law which permits 
Boulder City to become incorporated. 

The first of the city’s employees to be separated from Federal 
employment after passing of the above-mentioned law would be 
these, such as myself, engaged in maintaining Government housing. 
The houses, according to the Boulder City bill, would be sold as the 
first phase of the program. As other phases of the program are 
enacted, others in the various lines of duty would lose their jobs. 
Virtually all of these people are career civil-service employees who 
previously assumed they would be working with the Federal Govern- 
ment until they reached normal retirement age. Some of these are 
approaching retirement age. The annuity they had hoped to receive 
would be sharply reduced if they are cut off from their Federal jobs. 

Since Government agencies in Boulder City have been reducing 
the numbers of their rolls for several years, it would be extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, for the city employees to transfer to other 
Federal jobs here. Moreover, many of the city employees are at the 
age that private industry hesitates to employ. So, you may readily 
see the plight of the city employees who would be ending their Federal 
employment careers. 

We city employees and any other Government employees who 
would be thus affected believe our Federal retirement futures should 
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be considered and that we be given the same retirement privileges 
that were given Congressmen and legislative employees under Public 
Law 303, passed by the 83d Congress. Citation 68, Statute 21 of 
this law provides for separated Members of Congress and legislative 
employees to retire after 5 years of service at the age of 62. Pensions 
for service up to 15 years are computed at 2% percent, the balance at 
1% percent with a maximum of 80 percent of pay. 

Public Law 303 thus sets the precedent for action to protect the 
retirement futures of Federal employees who lose their jobs through 
no fault of their own. We city employees respectfully recommend 
that language similar to that in Public Law 303 be inserted in the 
Boulder City bill to provide retirement protection for those whose 
Federal employment would be ended by incorporation. 

Chairman AspInALL. To your statement you have attached a list 
of certain employees. Am I right in assuming that all these employees 
read your statement and by signing it agreed to the statement? 

Mr. Grav. They have, sir. 

Mr. AsprinaLLt. How many Federal employees in the classification 
which you represent are presently in Boulder City? 

Mr. Grav. There are 80 or 81. All of those people have not signed, 
because they are out of town on annual leave and couldn’t be con- 
tacted. 

Chairman AspiInALL. Without objection, the list of names which 
has been attached to the statement of Mr. Grau will be made a part 
of the file. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Mr. Upauu. No questions. 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Chairman AsprnaLtu. Thank you, Mr. Grau. 

The Chair has been requested by Mr. John P. Walker to put in a 
statement. 

Mr. Watxer. I think that Reverend Fox has covered what I 
wanted to say. 

Mr. AspINALL. You wish to substantiate the statement made by 
Mr. Fox and agree to it wholeheartedly. Is that correct? 

Mr. Waker. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Fine. Thank you. 

Is there any other person present in the room who wishes to make 
a statement at this time, or wishes to have permission to file a state- 
ment? 

Apparently, there is none. 

The Chair wishes to thank those attending this hearing for the 
fine cooperation which you have given to the hearing, especially 
those witnesses who deviated from their statements in order to permit 
conclusion of this hearing at this time. I wish to comment on the 
fine decorum shown again this afternoon and express the further appre- 
ciation of the committee to our colleague Clifton Young for the prepa- 
ration made that permitted the hearing to be had in an orderly fashion. 

Mr. Youne. I would like to express the appreciation of the State 
of Nevada for the committee’s appearance here today. We realize 
the imposition on their time and energy. I would like also to com- 
mend the chairman on his manner of conducting the hearing. 
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Mr. Lenon. Will this be printed in booklet form so that everyone 
could have a copy of it? 

Chairman AsPpINALL. These hearings will be printed in due course 
of time. You may obtain a copy by writing to the clerk of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

If there is nothing else to come before the meeting, the hearings 
will be continued from this meeting until another hearing is called on 
the same legislation in the city of Washington. 

The meeting stands adjourned. 


Xx 














